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Letter  of  Transmittal 


May  31.  IWS 


The  Honourable  Gary  Mar 
Minister  of  hducaiion 
Legislature 
Ldmonton,  Albeila 

Dear  Mr.  Mar: 

On  behalf  of  the  Calgary  Board  of  Education  Review  Team.  1 am  pleased  to  present  this  repon 
to  you.  The  team  members  join  me  in  thanking  you  for  the  opportunity  to  review  the  Calgar> 
Board  of  Education.  This  has  been  a challenging  and  worthwhile  experience  for  all  of  us. 

The  Calgary  school  system  is  the  largest  in  Alberta  educating  some  W 626  students,  employing 
in  excess  of  9{)0()  staff  and  managing  a budget  of  more  than  S524  million.  In  order  to  accurately 
analyze  the  operations  of  the  Calgary  Board  of  Education,  the  team  members  required 
considerable  time  to  study  the  school  system  and  the  requirements  of  the  provincial  government 
for  locally  elected  boards. 

As  we  reviewed  printed  material  such  as  plans,  reports,  sur\'eys  and  records,  and  discussed 
educational  issues  with  a number  of  Calgarians  with  various  levels  of  involvement  in  the  system, 
we  began  to  appreciate  the  complexity  of  the  Calgary  public  education  system  and  the  value  its 
citizens  place  on  public  education.  While  there  are  a number  of  issues  that  require  additional 
attention,  we  believe  that  the  system  is  providing  a quality  educational  experience  for  its 
students.  Students  perform  very  well  on  provincial  achievement  and  diploma  examinations  and 
on  a wide  variety  of  other  measures.  In  view  of  the  fact  that  only  32  individuals  or  groups 
attended  our  pubic  meetings  to  make  presentations,  we  believe  that  Calgarians  are  generally 
satisfied  with  the  educational  opportunities  afforded  their  students. 

We  hope  that  the  report  will  be  useful  to  all  those  involved  in  education  by  providing  an 
understanding  of  issues,  challenges,  and  successes  experienced  in  the  largest  school  system  in 
Alberta. 

As  chairman,  I wish  to  acknowledge  the  contribution  of  all  members  of  the  review  team.  It  w as 
my  pleasure  to  work  with  each  and  every  one  of  them  over  the  course  of  the  review.  In  addition 
I wish  to  acknowledge  the  work  of  Pearl  Gregor  who  acted  as  executive  secretarx'.  Her  task  w as 
not  an  easy  one.  Special  thanks  is  also  extended  to  Angela  Spanier  who  serx  ed  as  our  writer  and 
attempted  to  put  our  thoughts  on  the  printed  page  and  to  the  staff  of  the  McDougall  Centre  for 
their  thoughtfulness  and  the  courtesy  extended  to  us  during  our  many  meetings  there.  I also 
wish  to  recognize  the  cooperation  of  the  board  and  its  staff.  We  placed  a number  of  demands  on 
the  central  office  administration  for  information  and  our  requests  were  always  met  in  a 
courteous  and  timely  manner.  Their  cooperation  made  our  task  much  easier. 


Yours  sincerely. 


1, 


Stephen  Cymbol 
Chaimian 
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PREFACE 


The  review  team  has  prepared  this  report  for  the  Minister  of  Education.  It  is  hoped 
that  the  report  will  hefp  build  a common  understanding  among  MLAs,  trustees,  and 
the  Calgary  community  about  the  operations  of  the  jurisdiction,  its  challenges,  and 
successes. 

The  Calgary  Board  of  Education  (CBE)  Review  was  established  in  June  1997  to 
study  the  operations  of  the  CBE  and  the  funding  of  its  schools.  To  fulfill  its  man- 
date, the  review  team  studied  financial  records,  reviewed  the  jurisdiction's  business 
practices  and  management  plans,  and  listened  to  the  concerns  of  Calgarians. 
Although  the  team  did  review  information  from  1 997/1 998,  the  majority  of  its 
findings  are  based  on  1996/1997  data,  as  that  is  the  period  for  which  the  most 
recent  audited  financial  information  is  available. 

Calgary  parents,  students,  educators,  and  community  members  each  hold  a set  of 
expectations  as  to  the  level  of  service  and  quality  of  education  their  students 
deserve.  Each  group  also  holds  beliefs  as  to  how  the  needs  of  the  students  should 
be  met.  This  was  made  clear  by  the  Calgary  Council  of  Home  and  School  Associa- 
tions which  stated,  "The  parents  of  Calgary  expect  their  school  board  to  be  respon- 
sive to  the  various  needs  of  all  students."  This  diversity  presents  a challenge  to  the 
board  of  education  in  meeting  the  needs  of  all  Calgary  students. 

Like  each  of  the  60  boards  across  the  province,  the  CBE  operates  a complex 
organization  whose  clientele  is  as  diverse  as  its  operations.  The  mandate  of  the 
review  team  was  to  study  the  operations  of  the  board  and  the  funding  of  its 
schools,  determine  whether  resources  available  to  the  Calgary  board  are  being 
allocated  and  utilized  in  accomplishing  the  board's  Statement  of  Purpose,  and 
determine  if  the  board's  education  plan  is  aligned  with  that  of  the  province's  three- 
year  plan  for  education  and  the  funding  framework. 

The  review  team  would  like  to  thank  the  many  individuals  and  groups  whose 
contribution  and  cooperation  were  so  valuable  over  the  course  of  the  review. 

The  commitment  by  individuals  who  took  the  time  and  made  the  effort  to  make 
public  presentations,  participate  in  focus  groups,  and  complete  the  survey  is  very 
much  appreciated.  Special  thanks  also  is  extended  to  the  CBE  trustees,  system 
administrators,  and  school  staff  whose  time  and  effort  helped  the  team  develop  a 
complete  picture  of  the  jurisdiction  and  its  operations. 
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INTRODUCTION 


New  Directions 


In  Search  of  Solutions 


In  reviewing  amendments  made  to  the  School  Act  since  1 994,  the  province's 
three-year  plan  for  education,  and  Alberta  Education's  policies  and  guidelines,  it  is 
apparent  that  the  delivery  of  education  has  undergone  significant  change.  Today's 
public  system  promotes  strong  financial  management,  full  provincial  funding,  and 
efficient  use  of  resources  in  the  delivery  of  education  programs  and  services  to 
students.  It  also  demands  greater  community  involvement  and  parent  choice,  high 
standards,  and  increased  accountability  for  results.  Above  all  else,  the  system 
reflects  the  province's  commitment  to  providing  all  students  in  Alberta  equitable 
access  to  a quality  education. 

It  is  this  change  in  provincial  direction  that  sparked  the  Calgary  Board  of  Education 
(CBE)  Review.  It  would  appear  that  the  impact  of  provincial  restructuring  on  the 
delivery  of  education  at  the  local  level  has  resulted  in  some  Calgarians  expressing 
uncertainty  regarding  the  province's  new  direction  and  the  public  board's  adminis- 
trative decisions,  financial  management,  and  ability  to  serve  the  needs  of  Calgary 
students.  Compounding  these  concerns  were  deteriorating  relations  between  CBE 
trustees  and  the  provincial  government,  whose  relationship  was  described  by 
Calgary  School  Councils  as,  "harmful  to  all  students,  school  staffs,  parents,  and 
community  members  in  that  it  prevents  the  recognition  of  real  deficiencies  and  the 
cooperative  search  for  solutions." 

The  source  of  much  of  this  conflict  lies  in  the  province's  decision  to  collect  all 
education  property  taxes  in  Alberta.  Since  1995,  the  government  has  pooled  these 
taxes  in  the  Alberta  School  Foundation  Fund  and  redistributed  them  to  school 
authorities  in  accordance  with  a provincial  funding  framework.  The  implementa- 
tion of  this  framework  has  caused  significant  concern  to  CBE,  which  prior  to  the 
changes  had  control  of  the  local  tax  base  as  a local  source  of  revenue  for  educa- 
tional services.  Moreover,  the  framework  placed  restrictions  on  the  amount  CBE 
can  use  for  certain  expenditures. 

Another  area  of  conflict  is  Calgary  residents'  expectations  for  public  education. 
Many  Calgarians  feel  that  CBE  should  offer  more  services  to  its  students  as  evi- 
denced by  the  statement  made  to  the  review  team  by  the  chair  of  Calgary  Council 
of  Home  and  School  Associations,  "The  provincial  government  feels  that  a basic 
affordable  education  is  all  that  is  required  of  our  students  to  become  globally 
competitive. ..Basic  and  affordable  is  not  in  our  vocabulary.  Excellent,  not  ad- 
equate, is  our  expectation."  This  has  resulted  in  a clash  between  a population  who 
want  more  services  and  a provincial  government  that  believes  it  must  provide 
equitable  access  to  all  Alberta  students  while  ensuring  fiscal  responsibility  and 
reducing  public  sector  expenditures. 

Finally,  although  other  groups  in  the  province  have  concerns  about  the  funding  and 
direction  of  public  education,  CBE's  position  is  more  apparent  for  a variety  of 
reasons.  Calgary  has  a large  number  of  high  profile  MLAs,  which  serves  to  put  the 
conflict  on  the  front  page  and  in  the  public  eye.  CBE  trustees  and  various  organi- 
zations including  SPEAK,  Calgary  Council  of  Home  and  School  Associations,  and 
Calgary  School  Councils  publicly  voice  their  concerns  in  opposition  to  provincial 
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comments.  The  Calgary  media,  too,  has  contributed  to  this  mounting  tension  with 
its  desire  to  keep  the  public  informed  on  educational  issues  and  concerns. 

Within  this  context,  fulfilling  the  review  team's  mandate  to  determine  whether 
resources  available  to  CBE  are  being  allocated  and  utilized  in  accomplishing  the 
board's  Statement  of  Purpose  has  been  a challenge.  "Lack  of"  and  "more  money" 
seemed  to  be  at  the  forefront  of  many  review  presentations  and  letters.  In  addi- 
tion, in  early  1996  CBE  began  a major  reorganization,  resulting  in  many  opera- 
tional questions  still  being  answered  during  the  course  of  the  review. 
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EXECUTIVE  SUMMARY 


Eleven  Areas  of  Focus 


Monies  Spent  on 
Instruction 


School-Based 
Decision  Making 


Provincial  Funding 
Framework 


As  requested  by  the  Minister  of  Education,  the  review  team  undertook  a study  of 
the  operations  of  the  Calgary  Board  of  Education  (CBE)  and  the  funding  of  its 
schools.  Specifically,  the  review  team  was  asked  to  examine  and  report  on  the 
following  areas: 

• administrative  and  instructional  spending 

• implementation  of  school-based  decision  making 

• compliance  with  the  provincial  funding  framework 

• adherence  of  the  board's  practices  to  its  business  plan 

• alignment  of  the  board's  business  plan  with  that  of  the  province's  three-year 
plan 

• relationship  of  the  board  with  other  public  and  separate  boards,  charter 
schools,  and  private  schools  in  providing  educational  services  to  resident 
students 

• allocation  of  instructional  funds  to  schools  for  classroom  instruction,  school- 
based  support  services,  and  instructional  materials  including  textbooks 

• meeting  the  program  requirements  of  Career  and  Technology  Studies  (CTS), 
fine  arts,  and  science 

• provision  for  long-term  planning  and  future  financial  needs 

• fees  charged  to  students  and  parents  for  instruction  and  busing  costs 

• school  and  community  fund-raising  to  support  instruction 

The  review  team  found  that  approximately  95  percent  of  the  instructional  grant  of 
$3686  per  pupil  was  allocated  directly  to  schools.  The  single  largest  expenditure 
item  was  staff  salaries  and  benefits  which  amount  to  83.2  percent  of  the  total 
instructional  block.  The  review  team  found  that  74  percent  of  all  funds  received 
by  CBE  are  spent  directly  on  instructional  services  at  the  school  level.  The  review 
team  found  that  once  the  provisions  of  the  collective  agreements  between  CBE 
and  its  employee  groups  were  met,  very  few  dollars  were  available  for  other 
purposes.  The  average  per  teacher  unit  cost  in  CBE  is  $2783  higher  than  the 
provincial  average.  When  this  is  combined  with  a collective  agreement  that 
specifies  a pupil/teacher  ratio,  maximum  assigned  time,  and  criteria  which  deter- 
mine the  number  of  administrative  staff  positions,  few  discretionary  dollars  remain. 

School-based  decision  making  is  beginning  to  work  well  in  many  areas  of  CBE. 

A number  of  presentations  made  to  the  review  team  and  comments  expressed 
during  focus  groups  and  through  surveys  indicated  that  considerable  progress  has 
been  made  and  a framework  established.  However,  further  work  is  required  in 
some  areas  such  as  developing  an  understanding  of  individual  roles  and  responsi- 
bilities. The  statement  that  CBE  is  "a  school  system  and  not  a system  of  schools," 
suggests  that  some  central  control  is  necessary  to  ensure  that  schools  see  them- 
selves as  part  of  the  whole  system.  Some  members  of  the  review  team  also  noted 
that  a closer  alignment  between  funding  allocations  and  decision  making  is  neces- 
sary at  the  school  level.  Decentralized  school  budgets  have  about  $109  per 
student  for  use  at  the  school  level.  It  was  also  noted  that  the  successful  implemen- 
tation of  school-based  decision  making  is  time  consuming  as  it  demands  staff  learn 
new  skills  and  refine  the  way  they  do  things.  Concern  was  expressed  to  the  review 
team  about  the  downloading  of  responsibilities  to  the  school  level. 

CBE  is  in  compliance  with  the  provincial  funding  framework.  CBE's  board  gover- 
nance and  administration  expenditures  are  within  the  4 percent  requirement  of 
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Business  Practices 


External  Relationships 


Instructional  Costs 


Implementation  of 
CIS,  Science  and 
Fine  Arts 


Long-Range  Planning 


the  funding  framework  and  are  comparable  to  other  major  boards  in  the  province. 
The  review  team  noted  that  CBE  expenditures  in  all  program  areas  are  within  the 
limits  prescribed  by  the  province.  Some  members  of  the  review  team  expressed 
concern  about  the  al)sence  of  strict  (Drovincial  definitions  to  determine  the  alloca- 
tion of  certain  expenditures  in  (he  instructional  su[Dport  area.  If  school  jurisdictions 
interpret  and  apply  the  guidelines  differently  and  do  not  allocate  funds  in  the  same 
manner,  it  is  impossible  to  make  comparisons  across  the  province. 

The  review  team  found  that  CBE's  practices  adhered  to  its  business  plan  and  that 
its  organizational  and  operational  directions  are  in  alignment  with  the 
government's  three-year  plan.  A review  of  correspondence  from  Alberta  Educa- 
tion showed  that  CBE's  1997  - 2000  Three-Year  Plan  was  rated  as  excellent  and 
that  it  revealed  a commitment  to  meeting  the  [:>rovince's  goals  and  the  needs  of 
students.  Annual  school  plans  are  required  of  CBE  schools  and  are  used  by  the 
administrative  staff  to  monitor  the  successes  and  improvements  made  in  the 
provision  of  education  services  to  students.  Student  results  on  provincial  examina- 
tions illustrate  the  fact  that  Calgary  students  do  well.  Complete  results  reports  are 
available  from  the  board. 

The  review  team  did  not  find  any  outstanding  issues  between  CBE  and  other 
public  and  separate  boards.  Representatives  of  special  education  private  schools 
in  the  region  indicated  that  relationships  with  CBE  have  improved  over  the  past 
two  years  and  are  now  regarded  as  positive.  A number  of  agencies  reported  on 
collaborative  activities  undertaken  with  the  staff  of  CBE  to  meet  the  needs  of 
resident  students.  Relationships  between  charter  schools  appear  to  be  mixed. 

CBE  has  developed  a process  for  dealing  with  charter  applications  and  accepts 
those  charter  applications  that  are  consistent  with  the  values  and  beliefs  of  the 
board.  This  approach  reduces  the  range  of  choice  that  will  be  accommodated  by 
the  board.  The  review  team  was  made  aware  of  the  involvement  of  CBE  trustees 
in  activities  of  the  Alberta  School  Boards  Association  (ASBA)  and  the  Public  School 
Boards'  Association  of  Alberta  at  the  zone  and  provincial  levels. 

The  review  team  found  that  the  dollars  CBE  has  available  to  allocate  to  schools  are 
restricted  by  the  high  per  unit  cost  of  staff  in  the  system.  Over  83  percent  of 
school  budgets  are  used  to  cover  costs  associated  with  certificated  staff.  CBE's 
decentralized  school  budgets  are  based  on  a formula  which  provides  for  differ- 
ences in  student  population.  However,  as  noted  previously,  there  is  $109  per 
student  available  in  school  decentralized  budgets. 

The  review  team  did  not  find  any  specific  problems  dealing  with  the  implementa- 
tion of  Career  and  Technology  Studies,  fine  arts,  and  science.  Problems  in  these 
areas  did  not  appear  to  be  any  different  than  those  for  other  program  areas. 
Provision  of  supplies  and  resources  are  common  concerns. 

The  review  team  found  that  staff,  parents,  and  school  council  members  are  in- 
volved in  school  improvement  plans,  student  behavior  guidelines,  and  in  establish- 
ing long-term  directions.  CBE  is  engaged  in  a number  of  long-range  strategic 
planning  activities  and  public  consultations.  Plans  are  in  place  to  deal  with  the 
technology  needs  of  the  schools  and  the  system.  Currently,  schools  are  being 
linked  to  a wide  area  network  that  will  provide  access  to  an  accounting  package. 
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the  Internet,  a student  record  system,  and  a central  registry  system.  Some  $2.4 
million  was  transferred  from  reserves  to  purchase  the  necessary  technological 
systems  to  serve  the  needs  of  the  jurisdiction. 

The  review  team  found  that  many  school  communities  are  concerned  about  the 
amount  and  purpose  of  school  fees  and  do  not  understand  the  difference  between 
board  set  mandatory  fees  and  various  fees  set  at  each  school.  In  December  1 997 
the  board  established  a School  Fee  Review  Committee  to  develop  criteria  for 
consistency  in  reporting  and  charging  school  fees  across  the  system.  The  review 
team  believes  that  this. move  is  necessary  and  will  enable  school  communities  to 
understand  the  purpose  of  both  mandatory  and  school-based  fees. 

Provincial  funding  for  busing  is  calculated  under  the  province's  urban  transporta- 
tion formula  and  provided  92.58  percent  of  the  total  cost  of  transportation  in 
1 996/1 997.  The  shortfall  of  7.42  percent  or  $1  082  863  was  made  up  through 
user  fees.  Students  using  the  transportation  system  pay  a user  fee  which  varies 
depending  on  the  type  of  service  and  eligibility. 

Concern  over  the  amount  of  fund-raising  involving  parents  and  school  councils  was 
brought  to  the  attention  of  the  review  team.  It  was  reported  that  the  majority  of 
schools  conducted  some  fund-raising  throughout  the  year.  In  its  presentation 
"Summary  of  Views",  school  councils  stated  that  many  parents  believed  that  they 
had  to  raise  funds  to  cover  the  costs  of  mandated  curricula  materials.  The  review 
team  found  that  changes  in  mandatory  curriculum  by  the  province  slowed  consid- 
erably after  1 991 . The  review  team  feels  that  this  is  one  area  where  the  board  and 
school  administrators  need  to  better  inform  their  publics  as  to  provincial  curricu- 
lum implementation  timelines,  as  well  as  instructional  funds  allocated  to  schools  by 
the  board  and  the  province.  The  team  believes  it  is  critical  that  parents  and  the 
school  community  understand  that  the  province  provides  a block  funding  alloca- 
tion for  instruction  in  schools.  This  funding  block  provides  dollars  for  the  purchase 
of  textbooks  as  well  as  other  instructional  materials.  The  board  then  redistributes 
these  funds  to  the  school  level  for  the  purchase  of  instructional  materials  at  the 
school's  discretion.  The  school  principal  and  staff  must  provide  this  information  to 
parents. 

One  of  the  difficulties  faced  by  the  review  team  in  its  study  was  the  fact  that  the 
jurisdiction  is  in  the  process  of  concluding  a major  restructuring  at  the  system  level. 
This  restructuring  began  with  the  appointment  of  a new  chief  superintendent  of 
schools  and  the  desire  of  the  board  to  operationalize  its  Statement  of  Purpose. 

Key  to  the  restructuring  was  the  establishment  of  eight  Collaborative  Learning 
Communities  (CLCs)  in  January  of  1 997.  CLCs  were  in  operation  for  less  than  a 
year  when  the  team  began  its  work.  Therefore,  any  analysis  of  the  effectiveness 
and  efficiency  of  the  CLCs  is  based  on  a very  short  time  period. 

The  review  team  also  noted  and  commented  on  the  perceived  relationships 
between  the  provincial  MLAs  in  the  Calgary  area  and  CBE  trustees.  The  relation- 
ships were  viewed  as  being  strained  and  confrontational.  Presenters  from  Calgary 
School  Councils  and  the  Calgary  Council  of  Home  and  School  Associations  advised 
the  review  team  that  the  relationship  between  the  two  groups  was  causing  concern 
and  impacting  negatively  on  the  educational  system.  The  public  expects  MLAs  and 
trustees  to  work  together  on  behalf  of  students. 


• A COLLABORATIVE  LEARNING  COMMUNITY  - CALGARY  BOARD  OF  EDUCATION  REVIEW  • 


7 


SUMMARY  OF  FINDINGS 


Financial 


Instructional 


The  review  team  has  prepared  the  tollowing  brief  outline  of  its  findings,  obser\a- 

tions,  and  conclusions.  Supporting  information  and  detail  can  l)e  found  in  the 

body  of  the  report. 

• expenditures  for  the  1 996/1 997  fiscal  year  are  in  compliance  with  the  [)rovin- 
cial  funding  framework 

• board  governance  and  administration  expenditures  are  com()aral)le  to  other 
major  boards  in  the  province 

• some  expenditure  categories  in  the  funding  framework  need  to  be  clarified 
by  the  province  in  cooperation  with  school  authorities  to  ensure  comparabil- 
ity between  boards  is  valid  and  appropriate 

• expenditures  per  student  have  remained  relatively  constant  over  the  past  six 
years  at  a gross  average  of  $5300 

• expenditure  per  student  in  1 997  was  at  a gross  average  of  $5210  - the  same 
as  it  was  in  1 992 

• seventy-four  percent  of  the  total  revenues  received  by  the  board  are  spent  at 
the  school  level  on  items  directly  related  to  instruction 

• approximately  95  percent  of  the  per  pupil  instructional  grant  of  $3686  is 
allocated  to  schools 

• average  per  unit  salary  costs  for  teachers  are  approximately  $2783  higher  than 
the  provincial  average  due  to  higher  levels  of  training  and  experience 

• average  per  unit  salary  costs  for  teachers  are  the  fourth  highest  in  the  province 

• over  83  percent  of  the  instruction  block  is  spent  on  instructional  staff  salaries 
and  benefits 

• provisions  contained  in  the  collective  agreement  between  the  board  and  its 
teaching  staff  severely  restrict  CBE's  ability  to  allocate  its  financial  resources 
and  impose  limitations  on  the  availability  of  discretionary  funds 

• CBE  and  the  Calgary  Separate  Board  are  believed  to  be  the  only  boards  in  the 
province  with  a teacher/pupil  ratio  established  in  the  collective  agreement 

• support  staff  salaries  are  near  the  top  in  comparison  with  other  Alberta  school 
authorities 

• revenue  generated  through  the  urban  transportation  grant  did  not  cover  the 
cost  of  student  transportation  in  1 996/1 997,  resulting  in  CBE  having  to  raise 
$1  082  863  through  user  fees 

• variance  in  major  cost  drivers  that  exist  between  school  jurisdictions  are  not 
recognized  under  the  provincial  funding  framework 

• on  a one-time  basis,  approximately  $2  400  000  was  transferred  from  reserves 
to  purchase  necessary  technological  systems  and  reported  in  board  and 
system  administration  in  1996/1997 

• school  buildings  in  CBE  are  older  than  those  in  the  Calgary  Separate  Board 

• nine  percent  of  the  schools  in  the  Calgary  Public  Board  are  either  new  or 
have  undergone  a major  renovation  since  1990,  compared  to  47  percent  in 
the  Calgary  Separate  Board 

• twenty-two  percent  of  CBE  schools  were  either  constructed  or  had  a major 
renovation  in  the  1980's  versus  28  percent  in  the  Calgary  Separate  Board 

• ninety  percent  of  CBE  classrooms  have  fewer  than  30  students  and  class  sizes 
vary  depending  on  grade  level  and  program  requirements 

• the  severely  disabled  student  incidence  rate  is  1 .3  percent,  which  is  slightly 
above  the  provincial  average  of  1.2  percent  and  significantly  higher  than  that 
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System  Profile  and 
Governance 


of  other  boards  in  the  immediate  area  such  as  Calgary  Separate  Board  at  0.5 
percent,  Rocky  View  Board  at  0.3  percent  and  Foothills  Board  at  1 percent 

• the  incidence  of  students  with  mild  and  moderate  disabilities  is  approximately 
the  same  as  both  the  provincial  average  and  the  average  in  the  Calgary  region 

• education  services  for  students  with  special  needs  require  additional  attention 

• 2498  students  qualified  for  English  as  a Second  Language  (ESL)  funding 

• provincial  achievement  examinations  in  June  1 997  revealed  that  at  the  grade 
3,  6 and  9 levels,  student  achievement  was  statistically  equivalent  to  or  higher 
than  provincial  performance  on  38  of  40  standards 

• grade  1 2 diploma  examinations  in  1 997  showed  that  student  results  in  all  1 0 
subject  areas  met  or  exceeded  provincial  expectations  at  the  acceptable 
standard 

• alternative  programs  are  provided  for  students  with  different  learning  needs; 
however,  there  is  a demand  for  additional  student  places  in  the  majority  of 
these  programs,  as  well  as  for  an  increased  number  of  choices 

• Calgarians  are  generally  satisfied  with  the  services  being  provided  to  students 

• students  who  attended  focus  groups  expressed  a desire  to  be  more  involved  in 
the  decision  making  process  and  expressed  concerned  over  the  state  of 
technology  in  schools  and  the  technological  literacy  of  teachers 

• resources  for  classroom  instruction,  particularly  in  the  area  of  technology 
integration,  were  noted  as  being  a primary  concern 

• changes  occurring  in  technology  were  noted  as  a problem  that  required  some 
further  analysis  to  identify  what  is  actually  necessary  compared  to  what  is 
wanted 

• elementary  teachers  spend  an  average  of  23  hours  per  week  in  instructing 
pupils  or  approximately  92  percent  of  the  25  hours  per  week  of  scheduled 
class  time 

• senior  high  teachers  spend  an  average  of  21 .5  hours  per  week  in  the  class- 
room instructing  students  out  of  a total  of  26.5  hours  of  scheduled  classroom 
instruction  per  week  or  about  81 .09  percent.  The  remaining  5.01  hours  per 
week  are  spent  on  supervision,  marking,  and  working  with  various  school 
clubs  and  activities 

• CBE  is  the  largest  school  system  in  Alberta  with  approximately  1 8 percent  of 
the  total  student  population  or  99  626  students 

• CBE  is  the  third  largest  school  system  in  Canada  behind  Toronto  Separate 
School  District  with  105  669  students  and  Peel  School  District  with  102  214 

• CBE  employed  more  than  9000  staff  and  has  a budget  in  excess  of 
$524  000  000 

• CBE's  policy-based  governance  model  is  not  well  understood 

• trustees  are  involved  in  a large  number  of  activities  which  may  reflect  the  high 
demands  placed  on  elected  officials;  however,  such  involvement  may  need  to 
be  examined  to  ensure  that  it  is  vital  to  their  role 

• reorganization  of  CBE  is  near  completion;  however,  additional  work  is  neces- 
sary to  define  and  operationalize  individual  roles  and  responsibilities 

• major  changes  in  the  senior  administrative  team  have  occurred  over  the  past 
two  years,  beginning  with  the  appointment  of  a chief  superintendent  of 
schools  in  1 996  and  four  out  of  five  superintendents  in  1 997 

• schools  in  the  system  have  been  organized  into  eight  Collaborative  Learning 
Communities  (CLCs) 
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Business  Plan 


School-Based 
Decision  Making 


Fees  and 
Fund-Raising 


CLCs  are  staffed  with  a director  and  nine  resource  staff  members  who  provide 
service  to  schools 

staff  and  parents  stated  that  they  were  familiar  with  the  CLCs  and  value  their 
services 

some  team  members  believe  that  the  directors  should  be  charged  to  system 
administration  and  not  instruction  or  school-based  instructional  su[)port  as  is 
proposed  in  the  1997/1998  budget 

some  staff  believe  that  the  establishment  of  CLCs  removed  a layer  of  adminis- 
tration while  other  staff  believe  CLCs  are  just  another  layer  of  administration 
and  take  resources  from  the  school  level 

CBE's  business  plan  is  aligned  to  the  province's  three-year  plan  for  education 
Alberta  Education  rated  the  board's  three-year  plan  as  "excellent"  and  in  line 
with  the  province's  goals 

annual  school  improvement  plans  are  required  from  all  schools  and  are  used  to 
monitor  the  success  and  improvements  made  at  the  school  level 
school-based  staff  expressed  concern  over  the  amount  of  time  needed  to  meet 
the  expectations  required  in  planning,  consulting,  and  reporting 
provincial  expectations  for  local  accountability  have  increased  without  consid- 
eration for  the  effort  required  of  jurisdiction  personnel 

time  and  energy  devoted  to  completing  the  re-organization  of  the  system 
resulted  in  some  delay  in  fully  implementing  school-based  decision  making 
review  participants  did  report  that  school-based  decision  making  is  working 
well  in  many  areas  and  that  opportunities  for  involvement  are  increasing 
school  councils  have  been  established  in  most  schools 
some  members  of  the  review  team  felt  that  there  was  a need  to  allocate  a 
larger  share  of  available  funds  to  the  school  level  to  support  local  decisions 
clarification  of  the  roles  and  responsibilities  of  the  various  groups  involved  in 
the  school-based  decision  making  process  is  necessary 

school  fees  vary  considerably  and  are  not  reported  consistently;  therefore, 
there  is  no  basis  for  comparison  across  CBE  and  there  is  some  confusion  among 
parents  as  to  the  basis  for  school  fees 

CBE  introduced  a mandatory  resource  fee  at  the  junior  high  level  in  the 
1997/1 998  school  year.  There  has  been  a mandatory  resource  fee  at  the 
senior  high  level  for  some  time,  as  well  as  mandatory  board  set  fees  for  some 
programs  such  as  the  Integrated  Occupational  Program 
ninety-two  percent  of  school  council  chairs  who  responded  to  the  team's 
survey  reported  that  their  council  was  involved  in  fund-raising  activities 
items  most  frequently  noted  to  be  purchased  with  fund-raising  monies  include 
library  resources,  computers  and  software,  playground  equipment,  field  trips, 
band,  and  music 

some  individuals  believe  that  fund-raising  is  necessary  to  support  the  imple- 
mentation of  mandated  curriculum  supplies  and  materials  including  text  books 
school  generated  funds  accounted  for  6.99  percent  of  the  instructional  funds 
allocated  to  schools  and  5.27  percent  of  total  board  revenue 
transported  students  were  required  to  pay  a busing  fee  to  cover  the  short  fall  in 
provincial  funding  of  $1  082  863  in  1 996/1 997 
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Relationships 


• no  issues  were  found  concerning  CBE's  relationship  with  other  boards  in 
the  area 

• relationships  with  other  agencies  and  special  education  private  schools  were 
reported  to  be  positive  and  as  having  improved  significantly  over  the  past  two 
years 

• trustees  are  active  in  the  Alberta  School  Boards  Association  and  Public  School 
Boards'  Association  of  Alberta  at  both  the  local  and  provincial  level 

• trustees  have  a process  to  deal  with  applications  for  charter  approvals,  and 
approvals  are  limited  to  programs  which  comply  with  CBE's  values  and 
philosophy 

• relations  between  CBE  trustees  and  provincial  MLAs  are  strained  and  are,  at 
times,  confrontational 

• provincial  control  of  education  funding  has  restricted  CBE  in  both  the  amounts 
that  can  be  spent  and  the  areas  to  which  funds  can  be  directed 
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REVIEW  TEAM,  ITS  MANDATE  AND  PROCESS 


Calgary  Board  of 
Education  Review 
Announced 


Review  Team 
Appointments 


On  June  25,  1997,  Education  Minister  Gary  Mar  appointed  an  eight-member 
team,  in  accordance  with  Section  7 of  the  Cuvernment  Organization  Act,  to  study 
the  operations  of  the  Calgary  Board  of  Education  (CBEi  and  the  funding  of  its 
schools.  The  team  was  asked  to  examine  the  l)oard's  administrative  and  instruc- 
tional spending  to  see  how  it  allocates  resources  and  to  ensure  it  is  effectively 
supporting  student  learning.  More  specifically,  the  team\vas  asked  to  review  fund- 
raising, user  fees,  the  allocation  of  instructional  funding,  and  special  needs  (:)ro- 
grams.  The  team  also  was  directed  to  look  at  the  (board's  three-year  plan  and 
determine  its  alignment  with  the  province's  ()lans  and  direction  for  education. 

Announcement  of  the  review  followed  discussions  held  in  April  1997  l)etween 
Calgary  MLAs  and  CBE  trustees.  These  talks  were  prompted  by  concerns  with 
funding  available  for  educational  programs  and  services  to  Calgary  students, 
decisions  being  made  by  CBE  in  its  funding  allocation  to  various  expenditure  areas, 
as  well  as  letters  and  phone  calls  from  members  of  the  public. 

Individuals  appointed  to  the  review  team  were  (See  Appendix  B for  Review  Team 
Biographies): 


Chair: 

Members: 


Executive 

Secretary: 


Steve  Cymbol,  former  Assistant  Deputy  Minister  of  Regional  Services 
Division,  Alberta  Education 

Greg  Melchin,  MLA  Calgary  Northwest  and  a Chartered  Accountant 
Judy  Tilston,  Vice  Chair  of  Calgary  Board  of  Education  (currently  Chair) 
Howard  Shikaze,  VP  Finance,  CFO  of  Seventh  Energy  Ltd.  and  a Chartered 
Accountant 

Cindy  Ady,  Community  Volunteer  and  former  executive  member  of  a 
school  council 

Thomas  Olson,  Associate  Superintendent,  Parkland  School  Division  No.  70 
Betty  Evans,  Assistant  Principal,  Connaught  Community  School,  Calgary 
Auditor  General's  Office,  Representative  assigned  as  an  ex-officio 
member  to  provide  expertise  and  assistance  to  the  team 

Pearl  Gregor,  Education  Manager,  Alberta  Education 


Shortly  after  the  review  team's  first  meeting  in  late  July  1 997,  the  Auditor  General 
removed  his  office  from  the  team.  The  review  team  invited  and  interv  iewed 
members  of  selected  firms  and  later  contracted  the  serv^ices  of  an  international  firm 
of  chartered  accountants,  Arthur  Andersen  & Co.,  to  provide  financial  expertise 
and  assistance.  Brian  Reinke,  a senior  partner  of  the  firm,  was  asked  to  analyze 
CBE's  fiscal  1 996/1 997  operating  expenses  and  assess  the  fidelity  of  CBE's  financial 
practices  to  the  provincial  funding  framework.  As  well,  the  firm  was  to  compare 
CBE's  operating  expenses  to  several  other  Alberta  school  boards.  Arthur  Andersen 
& Co.  also  would  provide  additional  expertise  where  the  team  felt  the  firm  of 
chartered  accountants  could  be  of  assistance.  (See  Appendix  A for  Arthur 
Andersen  & Co.  Report.) 

Term  of  Reference  In  reviewing  the  board's  operations,  the  team  examined: 

• the  implementation  of  school-based  decision  making 

• how  well  board  decisions  meet  the  requirements  of  Alberta  Education's 
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Key  Questions 


Review  Team  Process 


funding  framework 

• how  well  the  jurisdiction's  practices  adhere  to  its  business  plan  and  how 
well  the  board's  plan  is  aligned  to  the  province's  three-year  education  plan 

• CBE's  relationship  with  other  public  and  separate  boards,  charter  schools, 
and  private  schools  in  providing  educational  services  to  resident  students 

Financially,  the  review  team  also  analyzed: 

• how  instructional  funds  are  allocated  to  schools  for  classroom  instruction, 
school-based  support  services,  and  instructional  materials  including  text 
books 

• how  CBE  meets  the  requirements  of  Career  and  Technology  Studies,  fine 
arts,  and  science 

• how  CBE  provides  for  long-term  planning  and  future  financial  needs 

• fees  charged  to  students  and  parents  for  instruction-related  costs  and  for 
busing 

• school  and  community  fund-raising  to  support  instruction 

The  review  team  developed  the  following  questions  to  guide  the  study: 

1.  Business  Plans.  Do  the  jurisdiction's  practices  adhere  to  its  business 

plan  and  is  its  plan  aligned  to  the  province's  three-year  plan  for  education? 
How  does  CBE  meet  the  requirements  of  Career  and  Technology  Studies,  fine 
arts,  and  science?  What  are  the  fees  charged  to  students  and  parents  for 
instruction-related  costs?  How  does  the  board  prepare  for  long-term  planning 
and  financial  needs? 

2.  School-Based  Decision  Making.  Has  the  board  increased  involvement  in 
decision  making?  Are  school  staff,  parents,  students,  and  the  community 
meaningfully  involved  in  major  decisions  about  policies,  instructional  programs 
and  services,  and  the  allocation  of  funds  to  support  them?  What  decisions  are 
made  at  the  board  level,  by  Collaborative  Learning  Communities,  and  at  the 
school  level? 

3.  Relationships.  Do  CBE's  relationships  with  other  public  and  separate  school 
boards,  charter  schools,  and  private  schools  support  the  provision  of 
appropriate  education  services  to  students? 

4.  Funding  Framework.  How  well  do  the  board's  decisions  meet  the 
requirements  of  the  province's  funding  framework?  How  are  instructional 
funds  allocated  to  schools  for  classroom  instruction,  school-based  support 
services,  and  instructional  materials?  What  are  the  fees  charged  to  students 
and  parents  for  busing?  How  are  funds  raised  through  school  and  community 
fund-raising  initiatives  used  to  support  schools? 

The  review  team  began  its  assessment  by  analyzing  appropriate  documents  and 

reports.  In  total,  53  reports  were  reviewed  and  discussed  over  a five-month 

period.  (See  Appendix  C for  Document  Inventory.)  Reports  reviewed  included 
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Public  Consultation 


CBE's  Three-Year  Plans,  Annual  Education  Result  Reports,  Board  of  Trustee  Annual 
Reports,  Audited  and  Unaudited  Financial  Statements,  and  the  Chief 
Superintendent's  Work  Plan.  A number  of  external  documenb,  such  as  the 
province's  Three-Year  Business  Plans  for  tducation:  Meeting  the  Challenge,  also 
were  included  in  the  inventory.  The  intent  behind  the  document  review  was  two- 
fold: to  build  a baseline  knowledge  of  provincial  recjuirements  and  CBE  operations 
among  review  team  members,  and  to  identify  any  issues  and  inconsistencies 
between  CBE's  intended  (:)lans  and  practices. 

The  review  team  utilized  five  strategies  to  obtain  information  from  the  public  alx)ut 
the  Calgary  public  education  system. 

1 . Two  surveys  were  designed  and  administered  to  Calgary  school  councils  and 
principals  by  Environics  West,  an  independent  consulting  group  specializing  in 
quantitative  research  and  survey  design.  (See  Appendix  D for  Principal  and 
School  Council  Surveys.)  The  principal  survey  contained  questions  relating  to 
the  operations  and  issues  surrounding  the  board's  Collaborative  Learning 
Communities,  special  needs  programs,  class  sizes,  school  fees,  and  fund- 
raising. Questions  posed  to  school  councils  were  similar,  but  were  tailored  to 
identify  school  councils'  level  of  awareness  and/or  participation  in  the  decision 
making  process  in  these  areas.  Distributed  to  both  groups  the  week  of  Novem- 
ber 24,  all  surveys  were  accompanied  by  a letter  describing  the  purpose  of  the 
research.  Of  21 8 surveys  sent  out  to  principals,  1 30  were  returned  to 
Environics  West,  for  a response  rate  of  60  percent.  From  the  21 8 sent  out  to 
school  councils,  Environics  West  received  78  surveys,  representing  a response 
rate  of  38  percent.  (See  Appendix  E for  Principal  and  School  Council  Sur\ey 
Results.) 

2.  Nine  focus  groups  were  conducted  in  mid-November.  Invited  to 
participate  were  96  school  council  parent  members  (28  attended);  27 
principals  (17  attended);  20  Collaborative  Learning  Community  staff  members 
and  four  central  office  staff  members  (1 5 attended);  35  students  (1  7 attended); 
64  teachers  (44  attended);  and  64  support  services  staff  members  (37 
attended).  Facilitated  by  representatives  of  Alberta  Community  Development, 
Central  Region,  the  focus  group  discussions  revolved  around  school-based 
decision  making,  school  fees,  class  sizes,  special  needs  programming,  staffing, 
support  services,  communication,  technology,  student  behavior,  and  partner- 
ships. Findings  of  the  nine  focus  groups  were  compiled  into  a consolidated 
report  and  presented  to  the  review  team  by  Alberta  Community  Development 
in  late  November.  (See  Appendix  F for  Calgary  Board  of  Education  Review 
Focus  Group  Report,  November  30,  1997.) 

3.  Public  hearings  were  held  on  December  3 and  4 to  allow  Calgarians  an 
opportunity  to  present  their  views  on  how  CBE  and  its  schools  operate.  In 
total,  32  individuals  or  groups  made  a presentation  to  the  review'  team.  Each 
presenter  was  required  to  provide  a copy  of  his/her  presentation  to  the  review 
team  for  further  study.  Members  of  the  public  unable  to  attend  either  hearing 
were  invited  to  send  written  submissions  to  the  review  team  by  January  1 . 
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4.  On  December  5,  1997,  the  Edmonton  Public  School  Board,  CBE  Elementary, 
Junior,  and  Senior  High  Principals'  Associations,  SPEAK,  and  Calgary  School 
Councils  presented  their  views  to  the  review  team.  On  January  5,  1 998, 
further  presentations  were  made  to  the  team  by  individuals  representing  CBE, 
the  ABC  Charter  School,  Calgary  Academy,  Foundations  for  the  Future, 
Foothills  Academy,  and  Quest  Program. 

5.  Copies  of  letters  sent  to  the  Minister  of  Education  and  the  Minister's  responses 
about  a variety  of  issues  in  CBE  were  made  available  to  the  team. 
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SYSTEM  CONTEXT  AND  PROFILE 


The  Third  Largest 
School  System 


A Diverse  Community 


A Bird's  Eye  View 


Governance 


Situated  in  the  foothills  of  the  Rocky  Mountains  at  the  junction  of  the  Bow  and 
Elbow  Rivers,  the  Calgary  School  District  #19  is  the  third  largest  school  system  in 
Canada.  Only  the  Toronto  Separate  District  with  105  069  students  and  the  Peel 
School  District  No.  19  with  102  214  students  are  larger.  CBE  is  the  largest  board 
in  Alberta  with  99  620  students  - one  out  of  every  five  Alberta  students.  CBE  is 
significantly  larger  than  the  Edmonton  Public  School  District  #7  which  is  the  next 
largest  with  76  186  students  and  the  Calgary  Roman  Catholic  Separate 
District  #1  with  38  920  students. 

CBE  serves  a diverse  community.  Initially  settled  by  the  Northwest  Mounted 
Police  in  1875  as  a trading  post,  the  City  of  Calgary  has  become  the  administra- 
tive, financial,  and  service  centre  of  the  Canadian  oil  and  gas  industry.  In  addi- 
tion, diversification  over  the  past  20  years  into  manufacturing,  research  and 
development,  and  advanced  technology  has  set  the  stage  for  long-term  economic 
growth. 

Calgary  is  a growing  community.  In  1 996,  building  permit  values  exceeded  the 
$1  billion  mark — an  unprecedented  growth  rate  since  1982.  In  the  past  year, 
local  builders  have  started  3686  new  homes,  bringing  the  total  number  of  dwell- 
ings in  Calgary  to  31 2 1 28.  Today,  over  1 93  000  residents  in  Calgary  own  a 
home.  As  of  January  5,  1998,  Calgary's  vacancy  rate  was  2.53  percent — a drop 
of  .95  percent  from  the  previous  year. 

Calgary  is  the  sixth  largest  city  in  Canada  with  a population  of  767  059  in 
April  1 996.  There  were  51  969  children  aged  0 - 4 and  1 56  808  aged  5-19. 
One  year  later,  Calgary's  population  grew  by  3.06  percent  to  790  498  and  is 
expected  to  climb  to  854  000  by  the  year  2000. 

Fifty-eight  percent  of  Calgary's  adult  population  has  a post-secondary  education 
and  Calgary  residents  have  the  fourth  highest  personal  income  of  all  major  Cana- 
dian cities.  In  1 991  the  per  capita  income  in  Calgary  was  $22  200.  In  1 995  the 
per  capita  income  was  $21  300.  The  average  household  income  was  $40  533. 

As  of  January  1998,  the  City  of  Calgary  Civic  Census  Summary  Website  reports 
that  65  percent  of  Calgarians,  aged  1 5 and  over,  were  employed  either  full-time 
or  part-time. 

In  the  1996/1997  school  year,  99  626  kindergarten  to  grade  12  students  were 
enrolled  in  218  CBE  schools,  and  more  than  60  000  adult  and  youth  learners 
attended  continuing  education  programs.  As  the  second  largest  employer  in 
Calgary,  CBE  employs  over  9000  people,  including  5393  certificated  staff  mem- 
bers. CBE  managed  an  annual  budget  in  excess  of  $524  million  in  1997. 

Established  under  the  Northwest  Ordinances,  CBE  operates  in  accordance  with 
the  School  Act  and  is  governed  by  seven  trustees.  Each  trustee  represents  two 
wards  of  over  1 00  000  residents,  1 5 000  students,  and  30  schools  (see  Fig.  1 ). 
CBE  is  accountable  to  the  electors  for  the  manner  in  which  education  is  provided 
within  the  jurisdiction  and  to  the  Minister  of  Education  for  responsibilities  pre- 
scribed in  the  School  Act.  Guided  by  Alberta's  School  Act,  Government  Account- 
ability Act,  the  Accountability  Framework,  the  Funding  Framework,  and  policy  on 
School  Authority  Education  Plans,  the  board  is  primarily  responsible  for  setting 
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Board  Beliefs 


Statement  of  Purpose, 
Vision  and  New 
Governance  Model 


directions,  allocating  resources,  monitoring,  evaluating,  and  reporting  student  and 
organizational  progress  and  achievements  to  the  Minister  of  Education  and  the 
public. 

CBE's  trustees  believe  that  effec- 
tive local  governance  plays  a vital 
role  in  ensuring  high  quality 
programs,  accessibility,  equity, 
and  accountability.  The  board 
believes  it  has  a responsibility  to 
strengthen  ownership  ties  between 
the  public  system  and  the  commu- 
nity it  serves.  Further,  the  board 
believes  that  to  achieve  effective 
governance,  accountability  and 
performance  measures  must  be 
clearly  defined  and  communicated. 

The  board  developed  a Statement  of 
Purpose  over  the  1 995/1 996  school  year 
in  consultation  with  parents,  students, 
staff,  and  the  community.  This  Statement 
of  Purpose  was  used  by  trustees  during 
the  1 995/1 996  school  year  to  create  a 
vision  of  public  education  in  Calgary,  as 
well  a new  model  of  board  governance. 

The  board's  governance  model,  adapted  from  the  work  of  John  Carver,  reflects  a 
policy-based  model  with  a clear  focus  on  student  achievement.  The  basic  premise 
of  the  model  is  a clear  separation  of  the  role  of  the  board  from  the  role  of  its  staff. 
The  board  defines  the  system's  policies,  goals,  and  standards  of  student  perfor- 
mance. Its  employees  are  expected  to  attain  these  goals  through  effective  and 
efficient  action. 

The  governance  model  is  not  well  understood.  The  message  that  the  board 
governs  and  the  chief  superintendent  operates  the  school  system,  and  that  to- 
gether, they  develop  a collective  accountability  framework,  requires  clarification 
with  all  shareholders. 

The  Trustees'  Work  Plan  and  Trustees'  Annual  Report  indicate  that  trustees  have  a 
wide  range  of  responsibilities  including  membership  on  board,  liaison,  provincial 
and  national  committees.  Some  members  of  the  review  team  question  the  extent 
of  trustee  involvement  in  areas  that  might  be  viewed  as  outside  the  policy-making 
function  of  the  board.  There  appear  to  be  high  demands  placed  on  elected 
trustees  by  the  community,  provincial  legislation,  and  policy-making  requirements. 
Further,  the  board  policy  on  remuneration  does  not  reflect  the  time  commitment 
required  of  elected  trustees,  nor  does  it  provide  an  opportunity  for  all  socio- 
economic groups  to  be  represented  on  the  board.  The  board  of  trustees  might 
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consider  reviewing  its  role  and  responsibility,  as  well  as  its  level  of  involvement  in 
committee  work. 


Administration  and 

Organizational 

Structure 


In  addition  to  the  new  purpose  statement  and  governance  model,  in  1996  a new 
chief  superintendent  of  schools  was  hired,  and  in  1997,  four  new  superintendents 
were  employed:  Secretary  Treasurer,  Finance  (S.  business  Services;  Environmental 
Services;  Employee  Services;  and  Communications  and  Learning  Technologies. 
Under  the  direction  of  the  new  chief  superintendent,  CBE  has  undergone  signifi- 
cant restructuring.  In  its  7 997  Redesign  Handbook,  CBE  outlines  a system  in  which 
its  218  schools  have  been  reorganized  into  eight  Collaborative  Learning  Communi- 
ties (CLCs).  Each  CLC  is  administered  by  a director  and  served  by  resource  staff. 
Organized  around  existing  feeder  schools  and  ward  boundaries,  each  CLC  is 
expected  to  work  in  cooperation  and  collaboration  with  its  K-12  families  to  plan, 
"articulation  activities,  orientation  activities,  partnership  initiatives,  and  to  allocate 
discretionary  resources," — as  suggested  in  CBE's  Statement  of  Purpose. 


As  shown  in  the  organizational  chart  (see  Fig.  2)  CBE's  new  structure  requires  that 
five  superintendents,  eight  CLC  directors,  a director  of  strategic  planning,  and  a 
specialist  in  accountability  services  report  directly  to  the  chief  superintendent  of 
schools.  School  principals  report  to  their  respective  CLC  director  regarding  daily 
operations  and  to  the  chief  superintendent  on  outcomes  of  school  improvement 
plans,  annual  school  reports,  staff  evaluations,  and  student  achievement. 


Fig.  2 


CBE's  Organizational  Structure 


NOTES: 

1 . School  Principals  report  to  CLC  Directors  re:  daily  operation  of  school  matters. 

2.  School  Principals  report  to  Chief  Superintendent  re:  outcomes  of  School  Improvement  Plans,  Annual  School  Reports,  staff 
evaluation,  student  achievement. 

3.  Specialty  Services  to  System:  * Advisor  on  Gender  Issues  * Corporate  Security  Advisor  * EAP 
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A Transition  Period 


Provincial  Directions 


Alberta  Education's 
Three-Year 
Business  Plan 


Introduced  in  early  1 997,  the  redesign  of  system  operations  had  five  stages.  Stages 
one  and  two  focused  on  the  development  and  implementation  of  the  organiza- 
tional structure  and  reporting  and  decision  making  processes.  Stage  three  delin- 
eated how  central  office  units  would  be  organized  and  connected  to  schools. 
Stages  four  and  five,  currently  underway,  feature  the  development  and  alignment 
of  CBE's  Strategic  Plan  to  work  plans  and  school  improvement  plans. 

Consequently,  CBE  is  in  a transition  period.  The  effects  of  these  governance, 
human  resource,  and  organizational  changes  have  not  yet  worked  their  way 
through  the  system.  Some  gaps  exist  in  communication  and  understanding  of  the 
impact  and  direction  of  the  changes.  For  example,  the  role  played  by  CBE's  Key 
Communicators  versus  school  council  chairs  needs  to  be  clarified.  Additionally, 
CLCs  have  not  been  in  operation  for  a full  program  year — thus  making  it  difficult 
for  the  review  team  to  completely  assess  their  efficiency  and  effectiveness.  CBE 
does  plan  to  assess  the  operation  of  the  CLCs  in  the  1 998/1 999  school  year  to 
ensure  that  this  new  structure  is  meeting  the  needs  of  the  schools. 

In  the  midst  of  local  change,  new  government  directions  for  education  created 
additional  challenges  for  the  CBE.  In  January  1 994,  then  Minister  of  Education 
Halvar  Jonson  announced  a major  restructuring  plan  for  education  and  amend- 
ments to  Alberta's  School  Act  that  supported  the  plan.  Major  changes  were  to: 

• reduce  spending  by  1 2.4  percent  in  the  provincial  share  of  education  grants 
over  a four-year  period.  The  actual  reduction  to  school  authorities  was  5.1 1 
percent  as  revenue  derived  from  the  local  tax  base  was  not  included  in  the 
reduction.  The  overall  reduction  in  CBE  was  6.49  percent  between  1993/1994 
and  1 995/1 996.  This  figure  is  not  corrected  for  changes  in  enrolment 

• provide  full  provincial  funding  of  education 

• guarantee  that  all  students  have  equitable  access  to  an  educational  program 
which  meets  their  needs 

• reduce  administrative  expenditures  and  direct  resources  to  the  classroom 

• place  greater  emphasis  on  involvement  in  decision  making  at  the  school 
and  community  level 

• provide  for  greater  parent  choice 

• set  high  standards  for  students 

The  government's  Three-Year  Business  Plan  for  Education:  Meeting  the  Challenge 
was  released  in  February  1994.  Designed  to  change  the  existing  education  system, 
the  plan  had  several  key  goals  and  strategies  including:  establish  school  councils, 
regionalize  school  boards,  implement  school-based  decision  making,  develop  a 
funding  framework,  increase  the  use  of  technology  in  the  classroom,  and  pilot 
charter  schools. 

The  impact  of  these  changes  set  up  the  opportunity  for  conflict  between  the  board 
of  trustees  and  the  provincial  government.  Faced  with  increasing  financial  pres- 
sures from  collective  agreements  and  demands  for  more  services,  the  board, 
believing  it  has  a responsibility  to  advocate  for  public  education,  began  to  apply 
pressure  on  the  province  for  additional  resources.  In  response  to  community 
concerns  about  perceived  funding  shortfalls,  teacher  negotiations  and  work-to-rule, 
and  shortages  of  instructional  materials  and  student  services,  CBE  began  to 
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question  provincial  support  and  responsibility  tor  education  and  the  province,  in 
turn,  began  to  question  board  of^erations  and  financial  decisions. 


The  Collaborative 
Community  of 
Learners 


Growth 


Achievement  Levels 


Regardless  of  the  challenges  facing  the  system,  CBE's  schools  and  students  continue 
to  grow,  learn,  and  succeed.  In  1996/1997,  the  board  serx'ed  99  626  kindergarten 
to  grade  1 2 students: 

• 6 764  kindergarten 

• 45  799  grades  1 - 6 

• 22  576  grades  7 - 9 

• 24  487  grades  10 -12 

Of  the  total  1996/1997  student  population,  there  were  1298  students  classified  as 
severely  disabled  and  2498  students  enrolled  in  English  as  a Second  Language 
programs.  CBE's  enrollment  in  September  1991  was  93  929.  By  September  1996 
student  enrollment  had  grown  to  99  626,  a growth  rate  of  6.1  percent  in  five  years. 
This  was  less  than  the  growth  rate  of  23.47  percent  experienced  by  the  Calgary 
Separate  Board  between  1990  and  1995.  (See  Appendix  C Enrolment  Change 
1980-1997.) 

CBE  is  required  by  the  Accountability  Framework  to  report  results  to  the  Minister 
on  an  annual  basis.  To  demonstrate  that  it  meets  goal  one  of  the  business  [3lan, 
Focus  education  on  what  students  need  to  know;  ensure  that  high  standards  are 
established,  communicated  and  achieved,  the  board  provides  a summary  of  student 
achievement  data.  (See  Appendix  H for  Comparison  of  Calgary  Board  of  Education 
Grades  3,  6,  and  9 Achievement  Test  Results  to  Provincial  Results  and  Provincial 
Standards.) 

In  June  1997,  student  achievement  examination  performance  in  grades  3,  6 and  9 
shows  that: 

• student  achievement  was  statistically  equivalent  to  or  higher  than  provincial 
performance  on  38  of  40  standards 

• there  were  no  instances  where  CBE  results  were  below  provincial  expectations 

In  1997,  participation  rates  in  grades  3,  6,  and  9 achievement  examinations: 

• were  above  provincial  rates  in  1 3 of  the  20  tests  written 

• were  within  1 percent  on  six  of  the  other  seven  tests 

• had  increased  from  June  1 996  to  June  1 997 

In  the  1997  provincial  grade  12  diploma  examinations  in  ten  subjects: 

• student  results  met  or  exceeded  provincial  expectations  at  the  acceptable 
standard  in  all  subject  areas 

• students  earning  the  acceptable  standard  were  above  the  provincial  result  in  all 
subject  areas  except  English  33  and  Math  33 

• student  results  met  or  exceeded  provincial  standard  of  excellence  in  six  of  10 
diploma  examinations 

• participation  rates  were  higher  than  or  equal  to  those  of  the  province  in  all 
diploma  examination  subjects  except  Biology  30  and  33  level  subjects. 

CBE  makes  available  to  its  publics  a complete  results  report  on  all  performance 
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measures.  The  Annual  Education  Results  Report  provided  to  the  Minister  and  the 
public  also  contains  a summary  of  student  performance  data. 


Expenditure 
Per  Student 


Collective  Agreement 


Expenditures  in  the  Calgary  public  system  have  been  constant  over  the  past  five 
years  with  a gross  average  per  student  expenditure  of  $5300.  Unaudited  figures 
provided  by  CBE  show  total  expenditure  per  student  between  1 992  and  1 997  to 
be: 


• 

1992 

$5210 

• 

1993 

$5498 

• 

1994 

$5489 

• 

1995 

$5206 

• 

1996 

$5173 

• 

1997 

$5210 

The  collective  agreement  between  Calgary  Public  Teachers  Local  No.  38  of  the 
Alberta  Teachers'  Association  and  CBE  requires  the  board  to  maintain  a system- 
wide  student/teacher  ratio  of  1 8.4:1 . This  ratio  means  that  there  must  be  one 
certificated  teacher  for  every  18.4  students  in  the  jurisdiction — not  that  each 
classroom  will  have  one  teacher  and  18.4  students.  The  ratio  is  for  school-based 
staff  and  includes  regular  teachers,  administrators,  librarians,  and  counsellors,  but 
does  not  include  project  staff  who  serve  the  schools  such  as:  ESL  staff,  special 
education  and  compensatory  staff.  The  collective  agreement  also  contains  provi- 
sions for  assigned  teacher  time  to  a maximum  of  30  hours  per  week  averaged  over 
the  year,  which  includes  23  hours  of  instructional  time  in  the  classroom  and  criteria 
for  the  appointment  of  administrative  staff.  Deployment  of  teaching  staff  within  a 
school  is  a local  decision  that  is  made  by  school-based  administration  and  the 
teaching  staff. 

In  its  review  of  assigned  teacher  time,  the  team  studied  the  deployment  of  teach- 
ers in  two  high  schools  and  two  elementary  schools.  The  team  found  the  average 
time  scheduled  per  week  for  instruction  of  students  was  26.5  hours  for  high  school 
and  25  hours  for  elementary  school.  Figure  3 illustrates  the  average  high  school 
instructional  week  and  shows  a breakdown  of  these  hours  in  relation  to  the  hours 
spent  on  instruction  (21 .49  hours)  and  other  assigned  duties  (5.01  hours).  The 
average  time  teachers  spend  instructing  students  at  the  elementary  level  is  23.0 
hours.  Other  assigned  duties  relate  to  time  spent  on  activities  such  as  test  centers, 
clubs,  preparation  time  for  marking,  lesson  planning,  test  preparation,  student 
interviews,  and  supervision.  These  hours  were  assigned  by  the  principals  of  the 
schools. 

Fig.  3 
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Instruction 
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Class  Sizes 


Certificated  Staff 


Based  on  CBE's  collective  agreement,  all  teachers  must  spend  30  hours  per  week 
averaged  over  the  year  on  instruction  and  other  assigned  duties.  Figure  4 shows  a 
breakdown  of  the  30  hours  in  relation  to  time  teachers  spend  on  instruction  at  the 
high  school  level  (21.49  hours),  other  assigned  duties  (5.01  hours),  and  other  duties 
(3.5  hours)  related  to  the  school.  Other  duties  include  activities  such  as  some 
student  extra-curricular  activities,  inser\'ice  and  professional  development,  curricu- 
lum meetings,  and  staff  meetings. 

Fig.  4 Contract  Requirements  (30  hours/week) 
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In  response  to  concerns  about  increasing  class  size  as  a result  of  funding  restric- 
tions, the  review  team  asked  the  firm  of  Arthur  Andersen  & Co.  to  gather  informa- 
tion on  this  issue.  In  addition,  visits  were  made  to  six  schools  in  the  jurisdiction  to 
verify  actual  class  sizes.  The  review  team  found  that  class  size  varied  throughout 
the  jurisdiction  depending  on  the  specific  program,  the  grade  level,  or  unique 
circumstances  at  the  individual  school.  However,  it  was  determined  that  in  excess 
of  90  percent  of  the  classrooms  in  the  jurisdiction  had  fewer  than  30  students.  The 
largest  number  of  classrooms  appeared  to  be  in  the  23  to  29  range.  CBE  has  a 
guideline  of  30  students  in  a classroom  as  an  upper  limit;  however,  there  is  no 
board  policy  requiring  approval  or  justification  if  the  number  is  higher.  Class  size 
decisions  are  made  at  the  school  level.  In  the  fall  of  1 997,  the  board  undertook  a 
study  to  collect  baseline  data  on  class  sizes.  The  review  team  supports  the  board's 
decision  to  obtain  and  communicate  accurate  information  to  the  public  about  this 
critical  issue. 

In  1996/1997,  there  were  5326  Full  Time  Equivalent  (FTE)  teachers  employed  by 
CBE  and  in  1 997/1 998  there  are  51 1 8 FTE  teachers.  Approximately  42  percent  of 
CBE's  certificated  teaching  staff  have  four  years  of  post-secondary  education. 
Another  25  percent  have  spent  five  years  in  colleges  and  universities,  and  31 
percent  have  six  years  of  post- secondary  education.  On  average,  teachers  em- 
ployed with  CBE  have  1 3 years  experience.  Overall,  training  and  experience  of 
CBE  teachers  results  in  a per  unit  cost  which  is  the  fourth  highest  in  the  province 
behind  Elk  Island  Regional  Division,  Lethbridge  School  District,  and  Greater  St. 
Albert  Catholic  Regional  Division.  The  cost  to  CBE  averages  $2783  per  teacher 
more  than  the  provincial  average  cost.  It  must  be  emphasized  that  CBE  teachers 
are  not  paid  more  than  other  teachers  in  the  province  with  similar  training  and 
experience.  Rather,  Calgary  teachers  on  average  have  more  training  and  experi- 
ence resulting  in  a higher  per  unit  cost  to  the  board. 
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Through  the  release  of  the  Accountab/V/ty  in  Education  Policy  Framework  (1995), 
the  province  defined  an  annual  planning  cycle  that  would  align  boards  to  educa- 
tional and  operational  goals  set  forth  in  government's  annual  Three-Year  Business 
Plan  for  Education:  Meeting  the  Challenge. 

Phased  in  over  a three-year  period  beginning  in  June  1995,  the  Accountability 
Framework  requires  school  boards  to  develop  and  implement  education  plans  on 
an  annual  basis.  Core  requirements  for  the  plans  include  a mission,  a mandate,  a 
vision,  beliefs,  provincial  goals,  local  goals,  desired  results,  performance  measures, 
strategies,  and  a list  of  capital  priorities  and  projects.  In  demonstrating  the 
progress,  accomplishments,  and  results  achieved,  boards  also  are  required  to  make 
available  to  the  public  annual  education  results  reports.  Each  year  these  plans  and 
reports  are  reviewed  by  Alberta  Education.  Feedback  provided  to  school  authori- 
ties relates  to  matters  such  as  board  planning,  alignment  with  provincial  directions, 
local  issues,  and/or  priorities  for  improvement. 

Key  questions  that  guided  the  review  team  in  analyzing  CBE's  practices  in  this  area 
included: 

1 . Is  CBE  aligned  to  the  province's  three-year  plan  for  education? 

2.  How  well  do  the  jurisdiction's  practices  adhere  to  its  business  plan? 

3.  How  does  CBE  meet  the  requirements  of  Career  and  Technology  Studies,  fine 
arts,  and  science? 

4.  What  are  the  fees  charged  to  students  and  parents  for  instruction-related  costs? 

5.  How  does  the  board  prepare  for  long-term  planning  and  financial  needs? 

Three-year  education  plans  prepared  for  the  1 995/1 998  and  1 996/1 999  school 
years  served  as  a trial  run  for  all  Alberta  school  boards  and  Alberta  Education.  The 
new  planning  and  reporting  processes  required  detailed  provincial  guidelines  to  be 
developed,  piloted,  and  revised;  new  tracking  and  monitoring  systems  to  be 
implemented  at  the  local  level;  and  considerable  discussion  with  school  authorities 
in  generating  a common  understanding  of  provincial  expectations.  Alberta  Educa- 
tion records  show  that  CBE's  7996  - 7999  Education  Plan,  Towards  A Preferred 
Future  was  reviewed  and  CBE's  administration  was  asked  to  rework  and  resubmit 
the  plan.  While  this  first  three-year  plan  contained  goals,  strategies,  measures,  and 
results,  it  was  not  yet  in  alignment  with  provincial  goals,  nor  the  school  board's 
commitment  to  improving  student  achievement,  implementing  new  programming, 
greater  community  participation,  quality  teaching  or  accountability. 

In  November  1996,  the  chief  superintendent  informed  Alberta  Education  that  CBE 
did  not  have  the  necessary  tracking  systems  in  place  to  report  on  five  of  the  seven 
designated  goals  in  its  1995/1998  interim  plan.  The  chief  superintendent  stated 
that  all  information  requirements  would  be  in  the  CBE  1996197  Annual  Education 
Results  Report.  Further,  she  indicated  that  CBE's  newly  formed  Accountability 
Services  Unit  would  have  accountability,  data  collection,  and  reporting  processes  in 
operation  by  September  1997. 

CBE's  1997-  2000  Three-Year  Plan  revealed  the  board's  commitment  to  meeting 
the  province's  goals  and  the  needs  of  students.  Alberta  Education  rated  the  board's 
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three-year  plan  as  "excellent"  and  stated  that  the  vision  and  belief  statements  were 
well  articulated,  the  extensive  list  of  trends  and  contextual  information  useful,  and 
the  strategies,  measures,  results,  and  targets  in  line  with  the  province's  goals. 

These  provincial  goals  are: 

1.  Focus  education  on  what  students  need  to  learn  l)y  ensuring  that  high 
standards  are  established,  communicated,  and  achieved. 

2.  Parents  and  the  community  have  the  opportunity  to  be  involved  in  the 
governance  and  delivery  of  a restructured  education  system. 

3.  Students  have  access  to  the  services  they  require. 

4.  Teaching  in  Alberta  consistently  is  of  high  quality. 

5.  Information  technology  is  integrated  into  education  to  enhance  students 
learning  and  increased  efficiency  and  flexibility  of  delivery. 

6.  Ensure  that  the  education  system  is  open  and  accountable  for  results  and  use 
of  resources. 

CBE  has  business  practices  in  place  to  achieve  goal  one  of  the  education  plan. 
These  include  developing  annual  school  improvement  plans,  restructuring  system- 
based  administrative  support,  and  initiating  new  curriculum  streams  and/or  pro- 
grams to  meet  student  needs. 

CBE  uses  annual  school  improvement  plans  to  monitor  the  success  and  im- 
provements made  by  its  schools  to  address  quality  learning,  technology,  and 
the  safety  and  security  of  students.  In  the  1 996/1 997  school  year,  215  out  of 
21 8 schools  submitted  plans  to  the  chief  superintendent  of  schools.  Devel- 
oped by  administrators  and  teachers  in  consultation  with  school  council 
members,  school  plans  reflect  CBE's  education  plan  and  include  a mission 
statement,  jurisdiction  and  local  goals,  objectives,  evaluation  measures,  and 
budgets.  Schools  follow-up  these  plans  with  an  annual  report  to  their  commu- 
nities. During  the  review  team's  focus  groups,  both  principals  and  teachers 
stated  the  importance  of  their  school  improvement  plan  in  keeping  their  school 
focused  on  its  strengths  and  areas  of  improvement.  Considerable  discontent, 
however,  was  expressed  over  the  amount  of  research  and  time  required  to 
develop  the  plans  on  an  annual  basis. 

To  support  schools  to  implement  their  plans  and  provide  services  to  students, 
in  1 997  CBE  restructured  its  21 8 schools  into  eight  CLCs.  Each  CLC  has  one 
director  and  nine  specialists  to  assist  schools  in  the  areas  of  learning  support 
strategies,  technology,  student  services,  curriculum,  human  resources,  facilities, 
communications,  finance/business,  and  student  discipline. 

Feedback  to  the  review  team  about  the  effectiveness  and  use  of  CLC  ser\  ices 
made  it  clear  that,  regardless  of  the  structure,  schools  believe  they  need  these 
services  to  successfully  carry  out  their  responsibilities  in  the  classroom. 

Although  some  believe  the  creation  of  CLCs  has  imposed  another  level  of 
middle  management  which  the  board  must  support  financially,  many  focus 
group  and  survey  participants  stated  that  the  CLC  structure  has  removed  a level 
of  administration  and  that  the  services  provided  by  CLCs  are  "outstanding"  and 
"desperately  needed".  Survey  results  show  that  100  percent  of  principals  said 
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that  schools  use  CLC  services  and  91  percent  were  satisfied  with  the  services 
provided.  The  most  frequently  used  services  were  environmental  services 
(92  percent),  technology  and  learning  services  (84  percent),  learning  strategies 
services  (82  percent),  and  curriculum  services  (69  percent).  Sixty-five  percent 
of  respondents  rated  services  provided  by  CLCs  as  very  important  and 
57  percent  were  satisfied  with  the  opportunity  they  have  for  input  into  decid- 
ing what  services  the  schools  need  from  CLCs. 

In  1996/1997,  approximately  8000  employees  participated  in  over  40 
inservice  activities  dealing  with  the  curriculum  and  the  integration  of  technol- 
ogy into  the  classroom.  In  addition,  over  20  new  curriculum  networks  were 
established  to  help  certificated  staff  learn  new  instructional  techniques  and 
gain  new  classroom  ideas. 

The  review  team  found  that  participants  in  public  forums  were  concerned 
about  the  cost  of  curriculum  implementation.  In  terms  of  governance,  the 
board  expressed  frustration  over  being  held  responsible  for  meeting  curriculum 
demands  while  having  limited  ability  to  ensure  schools  have  the  resources  to 
do  so.  Both  the  Senior  and  Junior  High  Principals'  Associations  endorsed  the 
board's  position  that  it  is  "under-funded",  stating  that  additional  monies  for  the 
introduction  of  Career  and  Technology  Studies  modules  and  the  Western 
Protocol  Math  program  must  be  raised  at  the  school  level.  An  example  given 
to  support  their  views  revealed  that  $20  000  of  one  junior  high  school's  yearly 
budget  was  needed  to  support  the  costs  of  curricula  materials  for  its  600 
students. 

School  councils  had  two  major  concerns  about  curriculum  implementation  in  CBE. 
First,  they  noted  that  many  parents  are  concerned  about  the  amount  of  fund- 
raising they  believe  occurs  to  provide  money  to  purchase  materials  and  textbooks 
for  mandated  curricula.  Second,  in  their  presentation  "Summary  of  Views",  school 
councils  stated  that  many  parents  believe  that  they  must  fund-raise  to  ensure 
students  have  access  to  provincially  mandated  curricula  materials.  The  review 
team  found  that  changes  to  curricula  mandated  by  the  province  slowed  consider- 
ably after  1 991 . Mandatory  curricula  changes  were  made  to  elementary  math 
(1995)  and  science  (1996),  junior  high  math  (grades  7,  9 in  1996  and  grade  9 in 
1997),  senior  high  science  (1992  - 1994)  and  Career  and  Technology  Studies 
(1 997).  It  would  appear  that  the  pressure  for  fund-raising  does  not  stem  directly 
from  new  mandatory  provincial  curriculum  demands.  It  is  important  that  school 
council  parents,  staff,  and  the  community  receive  accurate  information  about 
required  changes  in  curriculum. 

There  is  no  board  requirement  for  schools  to  fund-raise  to  purchase  textbooks. 
However,  if  school  staff  and  school  councils  choose  to  raise  money  to  purchase 
textbooks  they  should  clearly  communicate  to  parents  and  the  community  that 
it  is  a school  choice. 

The  funding  framework  allocates  funds  to  school  boards  in  the  instruction 
block  for  learning  resources  including  textbooks  and  other  instructional  materi- 
als. These  monies  are  allocated  annually  to  boards  on  a per  student  basis. 


• A COLLABORATIVE  LEARNING  COMMUNITY  - CALGARY  BOARD  OF  EDUCATION  REVIEW  • 


25 


Fees 


In  1996/1997,  the  instruction  block  allocation  was  $3686  (Der  student.  In 
reviewing  CBE  redistribution  of  these  funds  to  schools,  the  review  team  found 
that  CBE  allocates  funds  on  an  annual  l^asis  for  textbooks  as  follows: 

• $3.82  per  student  at  the  elementary  level  (new  curriculum  texts) 

• $22.47  per  student  at  the  elementary  level  (textl)ooks) 

• $3.76  per  student  at  the  junior  high  level  (new  curriculum  texts) 

• $2.86  per  student  at  the  senior  high  level  (new  curriculum  texts) 

• $525  annual  basic  flat  rate  to  elementary  schools 

• $1  ()()()  annual  basic  flat  rate  to  junior  high  schools 

• $3000  annual  basic  flat  rate  to  senior  high  schools 

A school  population  of  400  students  in  grades  1 to  6 would  receive  $11  041 
per  annum  for  textual  materials  from  the  decentralized  school  budget.  In 
addition  to  these  monies  from  the  board,  junior  and  senior  high  schools  charge 
students  a mandatory  resource  fee  set  by  the  board  and  may  charge  a school- 
based  optional  fee.  Within  CBE,  mandatory  fees  are  used  to  supplement  costs 
of  textbooks,  instructional  materials  and  services  that  relate  to  an  education 
program/course  of  study  prescribed  or  approved  by  the  Minister  of  Education. 
In  1996/1997  CBE  introduced  an  annual  $35  Junior  High  Resource  fee.  The 
$70  Integrated  Occupational  Program  fee  and  a $90  Senior  High  Resource  fee, 
and  a $50  refundable  caution  fee,  have  been  the  same  since  1995/1996. 
Students  are  not  denied  access  to  any  component  of  an  education  program  or 
instructional  materials  and  supplies  relating  to  an  education  program  because  a 
parent  or  guardian  is  unable  to  pay  the  fees. 

Students  are  levied  school-based  optional  fees  to  pay  costs  associated  with 
materials  or  supplies  that  are  consumed  by  the  student  such  as  food  supplies  in 
a home  economics  class.  Enrichment  materials,  swimming  programs,  cultural 
performances,  student  council,  and  school  council  fees  as  well  as  yearbook 
printing  costs  or  fees  for  drama  and  French  programs,  outdoor  education,  and 
band  programs  are  examples  of  some  of  the  fees  set  at  the  school  level.  These 
fees  vary  significantly  with  ECS  fees  ranging  from  $2.50  to  $85  with  a median 
of  $40  while  elementary  school  based  fees  range  from  $2  to  $70  with  a me- 
dian of  $20.  Junior  high  school  fees  range  from  $40  to  $200  with  a median  of 
$75  and  senior  high  school  fees  range  from  $140  to  $220.  Student  and  parent 
choice  of  program  also  determines  the  amount  of  fees  paid  by  individual 
students.  CBE  has  no  criteria  for  setting  and  reporting  these  fees,  thus  they  are 
not  uniform  system-wide.  There  is  considerable  confusion  among  parents  and 
schools  about  the  rationale,  reporting,  and  responsibility  for  levying  fees. 

In  December  1997,  CBE  established  a School  Fee  Review  Committee  to 
determine  definitions,  guidelines,  descriptors,  processes,  procedures,  and 
numeric  parameters  regarding  mandatory  and  optional  fees.  The  committee  is 
charged  with  the  responsibility  to  develop  consistent  fee  documentation 
requirements  to  be  used  by  all  schools,  and  an  annual  mandatory  reporting 
process  regarding  school  fees.  The  reporting  process  will  be  piloted  during  the 
1 997/1 998  school  year  and  fully  implemented  during  the  1 998/1 999  school 
year.  This  action  will  assist  parents  and  community  members  to  better  under- 
stand school  fees. 
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Goal  2 of  the  provincial  plan  for  education  is  provide  more  choice  of  student 
programs  and  increase  parental/community  involvement  in  education.  There  is 
a perception  among  some  individuals  that  CBE  is  not  as  responsive  to  parent 
and  student  demands  for  choice  and  alternatives  as  are  some  urban  boards. 
CBE  provides  for  students  with  different  learning  needs  through  a number  of 
programs  of  choice.  These  include  three  technical  schools,  the  Integrated 
Occupational  Program,  a centre  for  young  parents,  a native  cultural  survival 
school,  and  a sports  school.  As  of  September  1 997,  Career  and  Technology 
Studies  has  been  implemented  in  21  senior  high  schools,  as  well  as  in  44  junior 
high  schools.  In  addition,  CBE  has  12  specialized  programs  including  French 
Immersion,  Gifted  and  Talented  Education,  and  English  as  a Second  Language. 
In  the  1997/1998  school  year,  a creative  arts  school  and  a francophone  school 
were  introduced.  A Mandarin  Chinese  program  will  begin  in  September  1998. 

Programs  of  choice  place  a strain  on  system  resources.  However,  they  are  in 
high  demand  and  there  is  a waiting  list  of  students  wanting  to  enroll  in  a 
majority  of  these  programs.  The  board  needs  to  examine  this  area  to  deter- 
mine if  there  are  sufficient  resources  to  meet  the  demand  for  additional  choice 
within  the  system.  For  example,  in  one  group  presentation  it  was  stated  that, 
"Charter  schools  are  one  avenue  which  helps  to  offer  a variation  in  learning 
styles  and  priorities  for  children.  This  is  a wonderful  option  that  parents  would 
like  to  see  this  board  embrace  a little  stronger." 

In  striving  to  ensure  parents  and  the  community  have  the  opportunity  to  be 
involved  in  the  governance  and  delivery  of  a restructured  education  system, 
goal  2,  CBE  involves  parents  and  communities  in  school  improvement  plans, 
consultations  about  board  education  plan  and  budget,  as  well  as  a variety  of 
other  activities  designed  to  obtain  maximum  input  from  the  community.  In 
addition,  in  the  1 996/1 997  school  year  CBE  offered  three  training  sessions  to 
its  shareholders  in  interest-based  problem  solving.  These  sessions  attracted 
approximately  10  percent  of  the  board's  workforce  and  a multitude  of  business 
and  community  partners.  In  the  first  quarter  of  1 997,  communities  were 
invited  to  participate  in  44  sessions  dealing  with  issues  such  as  professional 
days  and  contract  negotiations.  As  a community  of  collaborative  learners,  CBE 
uses  these  sessions  to  help  build  a culture  that  will  enable  its  workforce  to  solve 
problems  using  a non-adversarial  approach. 

In  accordance  with  the  amendments  to  the  School  Act,  1995,  most  CBE 
schools  have  established  a school  council.  In  addition  to  providing  regular 
input  into  local  decisions  and  the  development  of  school  improvement  plans, 
school  councils  are  encouraged  to  appoint  representatives  to  board  commit- 
tees. School  council  members  also  are  given  the  opportunity  to  play  a major 
role  in  the  planning  stages  of  new  construction  and  major  modernization 
projects. 

The  board  plans  to  measure  parent  satisfaction  in  1 997/1 998.  Results  of  this 
survey  were  unavailable  at  the  time  of  this  report's  publication.  In  the  review 
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team's  public  consultation  process,  parents  expressed  appreciation  tor  the 
board's  efforts  to  involve  them  in  the  system's  operations  and  decision  making 
processes.  Although  results  of  the  reviev\'  team's  school  council  surx'ey 
revealed  that  87  percent  of  respondents  are  satisfied  v\'ith  op[3ortunities  for 
involvement,  four  of  the  32  presentations  made  by  individuals  and  [parent 
grou[3s,  as  well  as  some  letters  to  the  Minister,  indicated  dissatisfaction  with 
their  opportunity  for  input  into  board  decisions  such  as  contracting  out  union- 
ized support  jobs,  the  introduction  of  multi-aged  classrorjms,  gender  equity 
issues,  and  the  selection  of  library  materials. 

Ensuring  students  have  access  to  the  services  they  require  - the  province's  goal 
3 - is  a challenge  for  CBE.  Numerous  written  and  public  presentations  made  to 
the  review  team  focused  on  the  board's  inability  to  effectively  address  the 
needs  of  special  needs  students  in  the  classroom  because  of  staffing  levels, 
access  to  testing,  coding,  expertise,  and  resources  to  support  inclusion. 

Comments  made  by  some  focus  group  participants  show  that  the  community 
has  a misperception  that  CBE  has  a higher  incidence  rate  of  special  needs 
students.  However,  there  are  more  ESL  students  because  the  City  of  Calgary 
receives  the  highest  number  of  international  immigrants  in  Alberta. 

In  the  Comprehensive  Review  of  Special  Needs  Services  in  the  Calgary  Board  of 
Education  Report  (1997)  it  was  stated  that:  "A  paradigm  shift  from  separate  to 
inclusive  education  is  a major  one.  The  necessary  changes  in  attitudes  are  difficult 
A clear  Calgary  Board  of  Education  philosophy  does  not  exist.  Staff,  parents,  and 
community/government  agencies  have  expressed  the  need  for  clarification.  Staff 
morale  is  low.  Staff  need  emotional  support,  they  need  to  feel  valued  and  have  a 
sense  of  genuine  participation  in  the  planning  and  implementation  of  changes. 
Clear  direction  is  required."  (See  Appendix  1 for  Comprehensive  Review  Report) 

CBE  acknowledges  that  much  work  is  needed  in  this  area.  The  jurisdiction  has 
entered  into  extensive  discussions  with  school  communities  and  inter-agencies 
to  develop  better  solutions  for  the  reallocation  of  special  needs  resources  and 
the  integration  of  students  into  the  regular  program.  Issues  related  to  the 
needs  of  students  requiring  assessments.  Individual  Program  Plans,  English  as  a 
Second  Language  programming,  and  programs  for  the  gifted  and  talented  also 
are  being  addressed.  Through  the  work  of  a Special  Education  Review  Com- 
mittee, CBE  will  have  an  action  plan  developed  by  the  end  of  1 997/1 998.  A 
critical  part  of  the  plan  will  be  a policy  defining  CBE's  philosophy  and  direction 
for  special  education. 

The  redesign  of  CBE  also  has  necessitated  an  increase  in  public  access  to 
information  about  programs  and  services  available  to  students  both  in  and  out 
of  the  system.  The  board  and  its  administrative  staff  are  acting  to  address  the 
difficult  and  complex  area  of  special  needs  services.  The  result  will  be 
improved  alignment  between  special  needs  inclusion  policy  and  the  provision 
of  programs  to  students. 
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Special  Needs 
Incidence  Rate 


In  the  1996/1997  school  year,  4396  students  were  coded  as  mild/moderately 
disabled  and  1298  students  were  coded  as  severely  disabled.  To  determine 
whether  CBE's  incidence  rate  is  higher  than  the  provincial  average,  the  review 
team  collected  data  on  special  needs  incidence  rates  in  other  school  jurisdictions. 
Included  in  this  material  was  a study  undertaken  by  Alberta  Education,  as  well  data 
available  through  the  province's  Student  Information  System. 


Fig.  5 1996/1997  Special  Needs  Incidence  Rates 


Figure  5 illustrates  that  in  comparison  with  other  school  authorities  CBE's  severely 
disabled  incidence  rate  (1 .3  percent)  is  slightly  above  the  provincial  average  (1 .2 
percent).  However,  CBE's  incidence  rate  is  significantly  higher  than  other  boards 
in  the  Calgary  region  as  seen  in  Figure  6. 

Fig.  6 Calgary  Region  Severely  Disabled  Incidence  Rate 


Calgary  SD  #9  Foothills  SD  #38  Golden  Hills  RD  Calgary  RCSSD  Rocky  View  SD 

#15  #1  #41 
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Curriculum  Networks 
and  Participation  in 
Calgary  Regional 
Consortium 


Integrating 

Technologies 


Accountability  and 
Planning 


The  review  team  was  unable  to  conduct  the  same  level  ot  analysis  tor  students 
coded  with  mild  and  moderate  special  needs,  as  jurisdictional  data  collection 
criteria  fluctuate  significantly.  However,  conclusions  from  a study  undertaken  by 
Alberta  Education  in  1997  found  CBE's  mild  and  moderate  incidence  rate  is 
average  compared  to  other  school  boards  in  the  study. 

The  province's  goal  to  ensure  teaching  in  Alberta  consistently  is  of  high  quality  is 
addressed  by  CBE  through  the  implementation  of  curriculum  networks  and  staffing 
evaluations.  Last  year,  a total  of  50  curric  ulum  networks  helped  teachers  develop 
the  necessary  skills  to  implement  new  curricula,  integrate  technology  into  learning, 
and  support  the  continuous  improvement  of  their  practice.  To  further  build 
knowledge  and  skills  of  all  staff  and  school  council  members,  CBE  also  agreed  to 
participate  in  the  Calgary  Regional  Consortium  in  1996/1997.  During  the  same 
time  frame,  CBE  conducted  over  2250  evaluations  of  certificated  staff. 

In  1996/1997,  CBE  developed  a Technologies  in  Learning  plan  to  provide  a guide 
for  schools  in  meeting  the  province's  goal  5 of  integrating  information  technology 
into  education  to  enhance  student  learning  and  increased  efficiency  and  flexibility  of 
delivery.  The  report  focuses  on  the  use  of  computer  processes.  To  date,  over  1 55 
schools  have  plans  to  address  the  integration  of  technology  into  the  classroom. 
School  improvement  plans  include  detailed  learning  strategies,  implementation 
schedules,  and  the  professional  development  needs  of  staff  related  to  technology. 

During  the  review  process,  focus  group  participants  and  others  voiced  concern 
about  the  lack  of  necessary  computer  software  and  hardware  needed  to  address 
the  requirements  of  technology  integration.  In  its  annual  education  results  report 
for  the  1996/1997  school  year,  the  board  noted  that  there  is  a student-computer 
ratio  of  1 :25  modernized  classroom  computers  less  than  five  years  old  from  manu- 
facture/upgrading date.  During  the  review  team's  focus  groups,  many  participants 
stated  that  their  schools  have  found  it  necessary  to  rely  on  fund-raising  activities  to 
meet  the  government  requirement  for  matching  funds  to  purchase  technology. 
Further,  schools  rely  on  financial  donations  and  the  generosity  of  business  to  supply 
computers.  Within  this  context,  many  participants  voiced  concerns  over  future 
inequities  in  access  to  technology  as  a result  of  socio-economic  differences  in 
school  communities. 

The  review  team  believes  that  both  the  province  and  the  board  need  to  give 
further  attention  to  expected  student  outcomes  in  information  and  communication 
technology.  With  the  rapid  changes  occurring  in  technology  and  high  replacement 
costs,  some  focus  groups  participants  wondered  if  schools  will  ever  be  up  to  date 
in  hardware  and  software.  The  fundamental  questions  the  review  team  heard 
were:  Is  student  learning  enhanced  as  a result  of  computer  technology?  What  are 
the  long-term  financial  implications  to  schools  and  school  systems  to  maintain  pace 
with  technology  hardware  and  software?  What  is  the  cost-benefit  analysis  in  terms 
of  dollars  spent  and  student  outcomes?  Do  students  require  the  most  up-to-date 
hardware  to  achieve  the  provincial  student  outcomes  in  technology? 

CBE  considers  the  province's  goal  7,  ensuring  that  the  education  system  is  open 
and  accountable  for  results  and  use  of  resources,  to  be  a multi-year  project.  In 
1 997/1 998  CBE  began  the  process  of  linking  its  schools  and  system  to  Alberta 
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Education  through  a number  of  electronic  programs  and  systems  to  support  track- 
ing, monitoring,  and  reporting  student  information,  operational  activities,  financial 
expenditures,  and  system  achievements.  As  well,  all  schools  and  sites  have  access 
to  electronic  information  via  the  Internet.  CBE  is  implementing  a Student  Informa- 
tion Records  System  (SIRS)  to  track  student  progress  and  provide  planning  informa- 
tion. This  system  increases  the  board's  ability  to  pass  required  student  information 
on  to  the  province.  In  its  presentation  to  the  review  team,  the  board  estimated 
that  the  system  will  need  to  borrow  about  $5.5  million  to  totally  integrate  the 
central  student  registry.  Based  on  the  experience  of  boards  in  other  provinces, 

CBE  estimates  that  the  implementation  of  the  provisions  within  the  Freedom  of 
Information  and  Protection  of  Privacy  (FOIPP)  legislation  will  cost  $350  000. 

In  addition,  it  is  anticipated  that  another  $200  000  will  be  required  annually  to 
maintain  the  system. 

Through  the  introduction  of  a Financial  and  Materials  Management  System,  CBE 
hopes  to  have  schools  linked  to  a system-based  financial  application  by  the  end  of 
the  1998/1999  school  year.  Through  this  program,  schools  will  be  able  to  produce 
financial  reports  reflecting  local  expenditures,  record  school-generated  funds,  and 
order  goods  over  CBE's  computer  network. 

There  were  significant  variations  in  the  perceived  effectiveness  of  these  initiatives. 
Many  presenters  expressed  concern  about  more  duties  being  assigned  to  local 
schools,  the  high  cost  of  maintenance  and  support  possibly  being  downloaded  to 
school  budgets,  implementation  being  time-consuming  and  costly,  and  that  the 
effect  is  far  removed  from  instruction  in  the  classroom. 


Major  Conclusions 


1 . CBE's  organizational  and  operational  directions  are  in  alignment  with 
government's  three-year  plan. 

2.  Residents  of  CBE  generally  are  satisfied  with  the  range  of  services  being 
provided  by  the  board. 

3.  No  significant  issues  were  found  related  to  the  implementation  of  Career 
and  Technology  Studies,  fine  arts,  and  science.  Issues  in  these  areas  are  no 
different  than  those  expressed  for  other  programs,  all  of  which  were  basically 
related  to  a shortage  of  resources. 

4.  Parents,  teachers,  and  principals  have  major  concerns  with  the  amount  of  time 
and  effort  devoted  to  fund-raising. 

5.  There  is  major  confusion  about  the  intended  purpose  of  school  fees  and  the 
differences  between  schools  in  the  amount  of  fees  charged  to  parents  and 
students.  The  board's  study  of  school  fees  should  help  to  clarify  this  issue. 

6.  School  staff  and  school  council  members  are  familiar  with  CLCs  and  value 
their  services.  CLCs  are  responsive  to  local  school  community  needs. 

7.  Expenditures  reported  in  the  board  and  system  administration  program  in  the 
1996/1997  fiscal  period  include  $2.4  million  transferred  from  reserves  to 
purchase  necessary  technological  systems. 

8.  CBE's  severely  disabled  student  incidence  rate  is  slightly  above  the  provincial 
average  and  the  rate  for  mild  moderate  is  comparable  to  other  jurisdictions. 

9.  The  demand  on  the  system  and  its  schools  to  keep  pace  with  changes  and 
requirements  in  information  and  communication  technology  is  a major 
financial  and  human  resource  burden. 
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SCHOOL-BASED  DECISION  MAKING 


Ongoing 

Implementation 

Views  expressed  by  Calgary  shareholders  dtiring  the  review  suggest  that  the  imple- 
mentation of  school-based  decision  making  (SBDM)  in  CBE  has  been  an  ongoing 
process.  The  [provincial  school-based  decision  making  policy  was  introduced  to 
school  authorities  in  February  1994  through  the  government's  Three-Year  Business 
Plan  for  Education:  Meeting  the  Challenge.  E\  idence  supporting  the  bcpard's  move 
towards  implementation  of  provincial  policy  Ipecame  apfparent  during  the 
1996/1997  school  year  when  the  redesign  of  CBE  was  being  implemented.  There 
were  many  collaborative  decision  making  processes  in  place  prior  lo  1994. 

Comments  from  administrators,  teachers,  and  parents  - all  of  which  were  affirmed 
through  the  review  team's  document  analysis  - indicate  CBE's  priorities  over  the 
past  two  and  a half  years  have  focused  on  redesigning  its  operations  and  organiza- 
tional structure.  In  fact,  some  shareholders  stated  that  one  of  the  greatest  costs  in 
bringing  about  the  required  changes  mandated  by  CBE's  1 997  system  redesign  was 
a delay  in  school-based  decision  making. 

Some  review  participants  believe  that  school-based  decision  making  is  beginning 
to  work  well  in  many  areas  of  CBE.  In  its  presentation  to  the  review  team,  SPEAK, 
a public  education  advocacy  group,  stated  that  parents  and  school  councils  are 
understanding  their  roles  more  clearly,  are  improving  their  relationships  with 
school  administrators,  and  are  participating  more  fully  in  decisions  made  in  their 
schools.  For  example,  staff  and  parents  develop  school  plans  and  student  beha\  ior 
guidelines.  Parents,  too,  participate  in  a variety  of  volunteer  activities  with  stu- 
dents. Parent  views  also  are  gathered  both  at  the  formal  school  council  level  and 
through  activities  such  as  opinion  and  information  surveys.  At  the  board  level, 
examples  cited  include  the  board's  1997/1998  budget  roundtable  discussions  with 
all  school  councils  and  an  information  session  in  which  trustees  were  available  to 
answer  questions  from  the  public  regarding  contract  negotiations. 

A number  of  groups  also  extended  their  appreciation  to  the  CBE  for  its  efforts  to 
include  all  shareholders  in  its  work.  The  Calgary  Council  of  Home  and  School 
Associations,  in  particular,  spoke  favorably  about  the  system's  dedication  to  its 
communities.  The  council  noted  the  majority  of  board  committees  include  parent 
representation.  CBE's  junior  High  Principals'  Association  stated  that,  while  the 
implementation  of  school-based  decision  making  was  impacted  by  the  redesign, 
the  system  is  "now  at  the  point  where  it  is  beginning  to  make  tbe  design  respond 
to  school  needs." 

Key  Questions 

In  its  study,  the  review  team  focused  its  efforts  on  answering  three  vital  questions 
concerning  school-based  decision  making: 

1.  Has  the  board  increased  involvement  in  decision  making? 

2.  Are  school  staff,  parents,  students,  and  the  community  meaningfully  involved  in 
major  decisions  about  policies,  instructional  programs  and  services,  and  the 
allocation  of  funds  to  support  them? 

3.  What  decisions  are  made  at  the  board  level,  by  Collaborative  Learning 
Communities,  and  at  the  school  level? 

The  Principles 
of  SBDM 

CBE's  system  redesign  principles,  originally  published  in  October  1996,  included 
three  key  principles  that  set  the  stage  for  school-based  decision  making  to  be 
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Role  and 
Responsibilities 
Begin  to  Take  Shape 


Establishing  Ties 
Between  Schools  and 
System 

Administration 


integrated  in  the  jurisdiction: 

1 . Decisions  regarding  governance  program  priorities  and  use  of  resources  are 
best  made  at  the  school  level,  within  broad  standards  and  expectations  that 
support  learning. 

2.  Decisions  regarding  work  priorities  and  the  assignment  of  resources  are  best 
made  by  departmental  self-directed  work  teams;  these  decisions  are  to  be 
mindful  of  the  board's  purpose  and  the  impact  they  have  on  other  sectors  of 
the  organization. 

3.  Schools  and  departments,  singly  or  in  groups,  will  assess  their  student  needs 
and/or  professional  needs  and  design  their  own  skill  and  capacity  building 
programs. 

The  process  of  defining  specific  roles  and  responsibilities  for  each  shareholder 
group,  including  school  councils,  began  with  the  development  of  the  CBE  Redesign 
Handbook  (1996).  The  handbook  stated  schools  were  to  take  more  responsibility 
and  become  more  accountable  for  their  operations. 

At  the  system  level,  the  chief  superintendent  is  responsible  for  the  implementation 
of  the  decentralized  model.  A primary  objective  of  the  chief  superintendent  as 
outlined  in  her  7996/97  Administration  Work  Plan  is  to  ensure  policy  and  opera- 
tion regulations  for  school-based  decision  making  are  developed  and  made  con- 
gruent with  CBE's  organization/management  principles.  Administrative  depart- 
ments were  to  become  business  services  and  be  accessible  to  every  school. 

Also  outlined  in  the  Redesign  Handbook  was  the  establishment  of  clear  school/ 
system  decision  making  processes  to  connect  the  work  of  schools  with  the  work  of 
central  office.  Five  structures  were  developed  during  the  1 996/1 997  school  year 
to  support  collaborative  decision  making  and  to  provide  focus,  clarity,  and  ongoing 
dialogue: 

• District  Leadership  Council  (DLC) 

• Collaborative  Learning  Community  Council  (CLCC) 

• Superintendents'  Team 

• Central  Office  Service  Units  Administrative  Teams 

• Principals'  Associations 

According  to  the  redesign  implementation  timelines,  the  roles,  responsibilities,  and 
accountabilities  of  CBE  principals,  teachers,  directors,  supervisors,  managers, 
coordinators,  support  staff,  and  trades  positions  will  be  delineated  through  board 
policy  and  administrative  regulations.  A System/School-Based  Decision  Making 
Policy  was  presented  and  approved  in  principle  on  February  4,  1 997,  at  a meeting 
of  the  Board's  Accountability  and  Quality  Assurance  Committee.  The  policy 
outlines  a framework  for  decision  making  in  CBE.  It  states  that  decisions  should  be 
made  in  support  of  CBE's  Statement  of  Purpose  and  that  decision-makers  should 
recognize  that  student  learning  is  the  primary  and  fundamental  responsibility  of  the 
system.  The  policy  further  addresses  autonomy,  accountability,  flexibility,  consis- 
tency, and  responsiveness  to  the  school  community. 

Built  upon  a set  of  guiding  principles  and  criteria  for  decision  making,  the  policy 
also  includes  a decision  making  matrix  to  serve  as  the  board's  regulations  and 
procedural  guidelines  in  implementing  its  new  policy.  Individual  areas  of 
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responsibility  outlined  involve  nearly  all  areas  ot  operation  including  decisions  to 
be  made  in  reference  to  business/community/school  partnerships,  strategic  plan- 
ning, information  management,  and  staff  wellness. 

The  review  team's  discussions  with  princi()als,  service  unit  personnel,  and  commit- 
tee members  revealed  that  a handbook  [:>roviding  specific  guidance  about  group 
and  individual  involvement  in  the  school-based  decision  making  prcjcess  was 
released  in  March  1998.  The  review  team  believes  this  is  an  important  initiative  to 
further  clarify  roles  and  responsibilities  and  types  of  decisions  to  be  made  at  the 
school  level. 

In  june  1995,  Alberta  Education  released  the  provincial  policy  that  required  boards 
to  develop  a local  school-based  decision  making  policy  that  includes  the  following 
components; 

• focus  on  teaching  and  learning 

• encourage  input  from  all  shareholders 

• include  goals,  objectives  and  expected  outcomes 

• identify  types  of  decisions  expected  to  be  made  at  the  school  levels 

• outline  criteria  for  funding  an  equitable  allocation  of  funds  which  respects 
differences  in  school  populations 

• define  roles  and  responsibilities 

• incorporate  a plan  to  evaluate  effectiveness  of  school-based  decision  making  in 
schools 

• list  communication  and  information  procedures 

• include  guidelines  for  inservice  to  facilitate  changes  in  roles  and  responsibilities 

In  comparing  board  policy  to  the  provincial  requirements,  the  CBE's  policy  ap- 
proved February  1997  refers  to  a clear  focus  on  student  learning.  The  review  team 
believes  that  the  school  improvement  plan  requirement  of  the  board  is  a valuable 
mechanism  to  link  its  school-based  decision  making  policy  directly  to  student 
learning. 

In  relation  to  criteria  for  an  equitable  funding  model  which  respects  differences  in 
school  populations,  a 1 996  review  of  services  for  students  with  special  learning 
needs  reported  to  the  board  in  june  1997  that,  "resource  allocation  in  schools  may 
be  equal  but  not  equitable.  Some  schools  require  more  resource  support. 

Only  district  staff  indicated  that  they  believe  that  resources  allocated  to  students 
with  special  needs  enables  them  to  have  equitable  learning  opportunities  through- 
out the  jurisdiction.  Teachers,  principals,  and  support  staff  disagree  or  strongly 
disagree." 

The  board  of  trustees  has  included  equity  as  a guiding  principle  in  its  direction  to 
the  chief  superintendent  on  the  preparation  of  the  system's  1998/1999  operating 
budget.  Currently,  equity  is  addressed  through  allocation  adjustments  for  high 
needs  schools  in  CLCs  3,  5,  and  8 with  respect  to  school  size,  for  special  programs 
such  as  French  Immersion  and  Integrated  Occupational  Programs,  and  for  differen- 
tial funding  for  elementary,  junior,  and  senior  high  schools.  (See  Appendix  j for 
School  Decentralized  Budget  Funds  Allocation  Formulae  1997-98  School  Year). 
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utilization  of 
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Work  Ahead 


Primary  Concerns 
Relating  to  SBDM 


In  an  effort  to  determine  how  instructional  funds  were  being  utilized,  six  schools 
(two  elementary,  two  junior  high,  two  senior  high)  were  selected  at  random  for  a 
more  extensive  review  (See  Appendix  K for  A Brief  Analysis  of  School  Instructional 
Costs).  Results  of  this  review  show  the  single,  largest  expenditure  was  staff  salaries. 
Of  the  instructional  grant  of  $3686  per  student,  approximately  85  percent  is 
consumed  by  teacher  salaries,  2.4  percent  for  administrative  allowances,  7 percent 
for  support  staff,  2.8  percent  for  supplies  and  materials,  and  a little  more  than  3 
percent  for  other  expenditures.  One  could  conclude  that  after  the  basic  costs  of 
providing  staff  to  schools  are  met,  very  little  remains  for  other  purposes.  The 
review  also  shows  that  teachers,  as  would  be  expected,  spent  the  greatest  part  of 
the  school  day  in  front  of  students  in  the  classroom. 

The  review  team  found  that  much  of  the  groundwork  has  been  laid  for  full  imple- 
mentation of  school-based  decision  making.  Comments  made  by  focus  group 
participants,  in  public  presentations,  and  in  surveys  suggest  that  the  practical 
application  of  the  system's  decision  making  framework  is  not  yet  fully  complete. 

Some  focus  group  and  survey  participants  expressed  frustration  due  to: 

• a general  lack  of  understanding  about  individual  roles  and  responsibilities  and/ 
or  the  ambiguity  of  some  roles 

• increased  school-level  responsibilities  in  complex  areas  such  as  budgets,  facilities 
management,  technology,  business  partners,  and  accountability  systems 

• a seemingly  constant  change  in  direction  through  several  reorganizations 

• feelings  that  decision  making  is  packaged  as  decentralized,  but  in  reality  is 
centrally  controlled 

• inconsistencies  between  the  expectations  of  the  board  and  the  government 

• severely  limited  school  budgets  with  per  pupil  allocation  of  slightly  above  $100 

CBE's  Elementary  Principals'  Association  noted  that  while  an  increased  expectation 
to  involve  parents  at  all  levels  of  school  decision  making  is  desirable,  it  places 
intensive  demands  on  staff  time  and  resources.  This  expectation  also  has  lead  to 
increased  demands  for  very  individualized  services  to  parents  and  students  which, 
to  some  degree,  has  changed  the  collaborative  climate  in  schools. 

Parents  also  raised  concerns  about  school  principals  who  did  not  seem  to  have  the 
administrative  training  to  make  the  concept  of  school-based  decision  making  work. 
They  asked,  "If  training  was  not  available,  how  can  they,  in  turn,  facilitate  effective 
use  of  schools  councils?"  These  parents  suggested  that  either  a greater  emphasis 
needs  to  be  placed  on  developing  these  skills,  or  different  kinds  of  managers  need 
to  be  available  at  the  school  level. 

Students  who  attended  the  focus  groups  expressed  a strong  desire  for  the  board  to 
enhance  student  participation  in  the  decision  making  process.  Comments  made 
during  the  team's  student  focus  groups  reveal  that  students  possess  a high  level  of 
knowledge  and  interest  in  their  education.  They  offered  suggestions  on  how  to 
improve  the  educational  environment  for  learning.  Students  also  are  particularly 
concerned  about  the  state  of  technology  and  carry  their  own  set  of  expectations 
that  teachers  be  technologically  literate. 
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Major  Conclusions 


1.  CBE  has  been  working  toward  implementation  ot  provincial  (Dolicy  on  school- 
based  decision  making  since  January  1997.  It  appears  that  there  is  a need  to 
improve  the  alignment  between  funding  allocation  and  decision  making  at  the 
school  level. 

2.  The  chief  superintendent  is  responsible  for  the  implementation  of 
school-based  decision  making,  as  well  as  ensuring  that  policy  and  regulations  for 
the  process  are  made  congruent  with  CBE's  decision  making  policies. 

3.  The  roles,  responsibilities,  and  accountabilities  of  principals,  teachers,  directors, 
supervisors,  managers,  coordinators,  and  support  staff  are  in  the  process  of 
being  clearly  defined  by  the  board. 

4.  When  the  roles  and  responsibilities  are  defined,  CBE  needs  to  better 
communicate  with  its  publics  on  the  roles  and  responsibilities  of  each  party  in 
the  decision  making  process. 

5.  Much  of  the  groundwork  has  been  laid  for  the  implementation  of  the  provincial 
school-based  decision  making  policy.  The  system  now  is  focusing  its  efforts  on 
the  practical  application  of  school-based  decision  making. 

6.  Survey  comments  from  school  personnel  show  there  is  some  desire  to  move 
towards  greater  autonomy  in  decision  making  at  the  school  level. 

7.  CBE  has  developed  an  extensive  collaborative  consultation  process  which 
includes  school  councils,  school  staff,  and  members  of  the  community. 

The  governance  model  of  CBE  rests  on  the  belief  that  the  whole  community, 
including  citizens  who  do  not  have  children  in  school,  needs  to  be  involved. 

8.  Shareholders  expressed  some  frustration  with  down-loading  of 
responsibilities  to  schools  without  the  appropriate  decision  making  authority, 
time,  new  skills,  and  resources  to  be  effective. 
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Finding  Cooperative 
Learning  Solutions 
for  Students 


Key  Question 


Private  Schools 


Charter  Schools 


RELATIONSHIP  WITH  OTHER  PUBLIC  AND  SEPARATE 
BOARDS.  CHARTER  SCHOOLS  AND  PRIVATE  SCHOOLS 


CBE  was  praised  by  many  cooperating  agencies  and  affiliated  organizations  for  its 
approach  to  finding  cooperative  and/or  unique  learning  solutions  for  students. 

A number  of  joint  initiatives  have  been  established  with  educational  institutions 
such  as  Foothills  Academy  and  Calgary  Academy  to  serve  special  needs  students. 
Numerous  other  ventures  are  in  operation  with  organizations  like  the  City  of 
Calgary  Police  Service,  Calgary  Catholic  Social  Services,  Calgary  Separate  Board, 
and  The  Calgary  Educational  Partnerships  Foundation.  Through  these  relationships, 
CBE  accesses  a multitude  of  resources  for  its  students  and  expertise  for  its  staff. 
Coordination  with  a number  of  community  agencies  is  a requirement  in  high 
schools.  During  a visit  to  two  Calgary  high  schools,  the  review  team  noted  that 
some  of  the  agencies  involved  with  student  services  were: 

• Family  Services 

• Public  Health 

• School  Resource  Officer 

• Youth  Probation  Officer 

• Youth  Supported  Employment  Project 

• Access 

• Business  Partners 

In  accordance  with  the  terms  of  reference  of  the  review,  the  key  question  that 
guided  team  members  in  its  study  of  these  relationships  was: 

Do  CBE's  relationships  with  other  public  and  separate  school  boards,  charter 
schools,  and  private  schools  support  the  provision  of  appropriate  education 
services  to  its  students? 

There  was  very  little  representation  to  the  review  team  from  affiliated  agencies. 
However,  two  affiliated  agencies  did  make  presentations  to  the  review  team. 
Representatives  from  both  the  Coalition  for  Equal  Access  to  Education  and  The 
PREP  Program  expressed  concerns  about  school  level  accountability  for  funds 
targeted  to  ESL  and  special  needs.  An  invitation  was  extended  to  a number  of 
private  and  charter  schools  to  present  their  views  to  the  review  team  on  CBE 
operations.  Foothills  Academy,  Calgary  Academy,  Quest  Program,  ABC  Society,  and 
Foundations  for  the  Future  accepted  the  invitation. 

Foothills  Academy,  Calgary  Academy,  and  Quest  Program  reported  a positive 
relationship  with  the  board  and  its  administrative  staff.  It  appears  that,  in  the  past, 
some  difficulties  were  experienced  in  transferring  funds  or  in  accessing  services 
between  the  organizations,  but  these  issues  seem  to  have  been  resolved.  Through 
these  working  relationships,  CBE  has  established  a number  of  collaborative  activities 
that  help  to  meet  the  needs  of  its  students. 

In  contrast,  discussions  regarding  charter  schools  revealed  a source  of  tension  for 
the  board.  In  its  discussions  with  CBE  trustees,  the  review  team  found  that  the 
board  is  supportive  of  choice  and  alternative  programming.  However,  the  board 
feels  that  to  operate  in  CBE,  a charter  school's  values,  philosophies,  and  principles 
must  be  consistent  with  the  board's  beliefs  about  public  education.  The  board  also 
stated  it  has  several  concerns  with  the  current  charter  school  legislation,  regulation, 
and  guidelines.  Its  primary  concern  revolves  around  the  accountability  of  charter 
schools  and  the  approval  of  charter  schools  whose  charters  the  board  believes  are 
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Charter  School 
Applications 


Other  Organizations 


not  consistent  with  the  fundamental  principles  of  public  education.  The  board 
believes  that  chartering  such  schools  is  in  direct  violation  to  the  democratic  pro- 
cess, as  they  are  fully  funded  public  institutions  serving  private  interests.  As  noted 
earlier  in  this  report,  there  was  a desire  among  some  review  partici[Dants  for  greater 
acceptance  of  the  charter  school  concept  by  the  board. 

Of  secondary  concern  to  trustees  is  the  cost  to  the  bcjard  of  the  analysis  and  review 
of  charter  school  applications.  The  lx)ard  has  adopted  a position  by  formal  resolu- 
tion to  the  Alberta  School  Boards  Association,  that  until  these  concerns  have  been 
addressed,  the  approval  of  charter  schools  should  rest  with  the  Minister  of 
Education.  Nevertheless,  the  board  recognizes  its  obligation  to  comply  with  the 
School  Act  and  Charter  Schools  Regulation,  as  they  currently  exist.  In  addition  to 
legislation  and  regulation,  the  Charter  School  Handbook,  Alberta  Education,  7 995, 
outlines  the  charter  application  process.  In  the  absence  of  specific  pro\  incial 
criteria  for  the  acceptance  or  rejection  of  charter  school  applications,  the  board 
has  decided  to  accept  those  applications  consistent  with  its  stated  values  and 
beliefs. 

Between  1994,  when  Charter  School  Legislation  was  enacted  by  the  province,  and 
June  1997,  the  board  received  four  applications  for  the  establishment  of  charter 
schools.  Two  of  the  applications,  the  ABC  Society  and  the  Global  Learning 
Academy,  were  approved  by  the  board.  Following  much  discussion  among  all 
parties,  the  board  felt  the  charters'  philosophical  frameworks  were  consistent  with 
their  own  and  it  appeared  that  both  were  willing  to  work  within  the  same  prin- 
ciples for  public  education. 

CBE  denied  charter  applications  from  the  Almadina  Cultural  Society  and 
Foundations  for  the  Future  because  trustees  felt  the  board  could  not  support  the 
education  program  to  be  delivered  by  these  groups  and  that  the  applications  were 
not  consistent  with  the  principles  and  philosophy  of  CBE.  In  accordance  with  the 
School  Act  both  groups  appealed  the  board's  decision  and  received  charter 
approval  from  the  Minister  of  Education.  Foundations  for  the  Future  outlined  its 
experience  with  the  CBE  and  is  aware  of  the  reasons  the  board  did  not  support  its 
application.  Almadina  Cultural  Society  is  operating  in  a school  building  leased 
from  CBE. 

The  recent  application  of  ABC  Society  to  amend  its  charter  to  extend  the  program 
beyond  grade  3 was  denied  by  the  board.  Originally,  CBE  approved  the  charter  as 
a five-year  pilot.  At  the  time  of  the  request  for  amendment,  the  school  had  been 
in  operation  less  than  one  year  and  an  evaluation  of  the  program  had  not  yet  been 
completed.  The  principal  and  parent  representative  from  ABC  Society  indicated 
their  satisfaction  with  the  manner  in  which  ABC  is  operating  and  the  education 
offered  to  the  children.  Parents  of  students  at  ABC  are  concerned  that  there  are 
limited  opportunities  available  for  ABC  students  beyond  grade  3. 

The  review  team  did  not  find  any  concerns  with  CBE's  relationships  with  other 
boards  in  the  region.  Trustees  are  actively  involved  in  the  Alberta  School  Boards 
Association  and  the  Public  School  Boards'  Association  of  Alberta  at  both  the 
provincial  and  zone  level.  CBE  also  meets  periodically  with  the  Calgary  Separate 
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Board  and  other  urban  boards  to  discuss  areas  of  common  concern.  The  president 
of  the  Alberta  Schools  Boards  Association  and  representatives  of  the  Edmonton 
Public  School  Board  met  with  the  review  team  and  indicated  that  they  shared 
similar  concerns  and  issues  as  those  facing  CBE  such  as  funding  levels.  It  was  also 
found  that  there  is  contact  with  the  City  of  Calgary  to  discuss  areas  of  mutual 
interest. 


Major  Conclusions 


1.  Presentations  from  special  education  private  schools  such  as  Foothills 
Academy  and  Calgary  Academy  indicate  that  relationships  have  improved  in 
the  last  two  years  and  are  now  positive. 

2.  in  the  absence  of  specific  provincial  criteria  for  board  approval  of  charter 
school  applications,  the  board  has  a well-defined  local  approval  process  and 
accepts  those  charter  applications  which  are  consistent  with  its  values  and 
beliefs.  (See  Appendix  L for  Approval  of  Charter  Schools.) 

3.  The  province  needs  to  clarify  the  responsibilities  and  relationships  between  a 
board  and  a newly  approved  charter  school. 

4.  The  board  is  involved  with  ASBA  both  at  the  zone  and  provincial  level,  and 
periodically  meets  with  the  Calgary  Separate  Board,  other  urban  boards  and 
Calgary  City  Council  to  explore  common  areas  of  concern. 
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ADHERENCE  TO  FUNDING  FRAMEWORK 


Compliance  with 
Alberta  Education's 
Funding  Framework 


Key  Questions 


Previous  Funding 
Schedule 


Funding  Framework 


After  studying  CBE's  financial  expenditures  and  the  province's  funding  guidelines, 
the  review  team  concluded  that,  for  the  1996/1997  school  year,  the  jurisdiction 
was  in  compliance  with  the  provincial  funding  framework.  Based  on  the  1996 
1997  Audited  Financial  Statement,  it  is  evident  that  the  board's  cost  allocations 
adhered  to  each  program's  distribution  regulations  and  ex()enditure  ceilings. 

Board  allocations  also  complies  with  funding  schedules  and  transfer  restrictions  as 
prescribed  under  the  province's  instruction,  sufoport,  and  capital  f)locks. 

The  main  concern  of  Calgary  shareholders  with  CBE's  financial  ex[)enditures 
related  to  provincial  funding  levels.  In  one  of  its  first  meetings,  the  review  team 
agreed  it  was  not  within  the  mandate  of  the  review  to  address  [provincial  funding 
adequacy,  but  rather  to  focus  on  CBE's  use  of  existing  resources. 

During  the  review,  the  team  focused  primarily  on  these  questions: 

1 . How  do  board  decisions  meet  the  requirements  of  the  education  funding 
framework? 

2.  How  are  instructional  funds  allocated  to  schools  for  classroom  instruction 
and  school-based  support  services? 

Historically,  CBE  collected  approximately  60  percent  of  its  total  revenues  from  the 
province  through  a series  of  grants.  The  remaining  40  percent  was  raised  from  the 
local  tax  base.  By  utilizing  the  local  tax  requisition,  CBE  could  support  many 
programs  and  services  demanded  by  its  communities. 

Funding  for  education  changed  beginning  in  the  1 995/1 996  school  year  when  the 
Alberta  government  started  to  collect  all  education  property  taxes  and  redistribute 
them  to  school  authorities  across  the  province  according  to  a funding  framework. 
Designed  to  promote  effective  and  efficient  use  of  education  dollars,  the  frame- 
work allocates  all  financial  resources  identified  by  the  government  for  education  to 
boards  using  a block  funding  formula.  The  basic  premise  underlying  the  formula  is 
equity.  Equity  is  a commonly  misunderstood  concept  and  many  people  appear  to 
believe  it  means  equal.  In  fact,  equity  is  defined  as  a system  of  rules  and  principles 
based  on  fairness  and  justice.  The  funding  framework  attempts  to  recognize 
similarities  and  differences  in  geography,  density  and  sparsity  among  Alberta  school 
boards  and  to  distribute  monies  on  an  equitable  basis. 

The  framework  consists  of  three  main  funding  blocks.  First,  the  instruction  block 
provides  for  the  cost  of  principals,  teachers,  instructional  support  staff,  learning 
resources  such  as  textbooks  and  supplies,  equipment,  and  furnishings  used  in  the 
instructional  program.  Funds  are  allocated  on  a per  student  basis.  Additional 
funds  also  are  distributed  under  this  block  for  programs  of  need  such  as  special 
needs  programming  or  home  schooling  which  are  offered  only  by  some  schools 
and/or  boards,  and  for  programs  such  as  English  as  a Second  Language  and  the 
Enhanced  Opportunity  Program  for  economically  disadvantaged  students.  As  well, 
this  block  allocates  funds  to  jurisdictions  which  are  geographically  disadvantaged. 
For  example,  school  boards  located  in  remote  areas  of  Alberta  are  compensated 
through  a sparsity  and  distance  grant  for  higher  prices  for  goods  and  specialized 
services  due  to  added  shipping  and  travel  expenses. 
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Second,  the  support  block  funds  programs  and  services  that  support  instruction. 
Programs  contained  in  this  block  include:  board  governance  and  administration, 
system-based  instructional  support,  operations  and  maintenance  of  facilities,  and 
student  transportation.  Most  funds  distributed  to  school  jurisdictions  through  this 
block  are  calculated  using  pre-established  formulas. 

Third,  the  capital  block  supports  school  board  debenture  and  capital  loan  pay- 
ments. It  also  funds  current  payments  for  school  buildings,  equipment,  and  related 
costs  for  projects  approved  by  the  province's  School  Buildings  Board. 

Transferring  Funds  To  provide  school  boards  with  the  flexibility  to  plan  and  budget  for  the  delivery  of 

Between  Blocks  educational  programs  and  services  at  the  local  level,  the  funding  framework  allows 

boards  to  transfer  funds  between  blocks  in  accordance  with  the  Guidelines  for  the 
Preparation  of  Audited  Financial  Statements  (1996). 

Transfer  restrictions  are  as  follows: 

• transfer  of  funds  among  the  individual  programs  of  the  instruction  block  is 
subject  to  program  goals  being  met 

• funding  provided  by  the  province  for  the  instruction  block  cannot  be 
transferred  to  board  governance  and  system  administration 

• transfer  of  funds  from  the  instruction  block  to  operations  and  maintenance 
and  student  transportation  will  not  exceed  2 percent  of  the  instruction  block 

• transfer  of  funds  from  the  ECS  program  of  the  instruction  block  to  operations 
and  maintenance  or  student  transportation  will  be  included  in  the  2 percent 
calculation 

• unlimited  transfer  of  funds  from  the  support  block  to  the  instruction  block, 

• unlimited  transfer  of  funds  from  board  governance  and  system  administration  to 
the  instruction  block 

• expenditures  are  limited  for  system-based  instructional  support  where  the 
allocation  of  funding  is  a board  or  central  administration  choice  rather  than  a 
school-based  decision;  this  was  limited  to  1.2  percent  of  the  total  allocation  for 
instruction,  plant  operations  and  maintenance,  and  student  transportation  for 
the  1 996/1 997,  school  year  and  .8  percent  for  the  1 997/1 998  school  year 

• no  transfer  is  permitted  from  the  capital  block  for  school  building  projects 

Under  the  funding  framework,  the  province  determines  the  educational  funding 
entitlement  of  school  boards.  In  turn,  school  boards  are  responsible  for  the  equi- 
table distribution  of  these  resources  to  their  schools  and  other  sites.  The  funding 
framework  guidelines  further  state  that  the  implementation  of  school-based  man- 
agement will  determine  the  provision  of  most  instructional  support  services  in 
school  jurisdictions.  The  framework  stipulates  that  principals  in  collaboration  with 
their  staff  and  school  council  will  decide  the  nature  and  extent  of  instructional 
support  services  required  by  students  and  teachers. 
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Sources  of  Revenue 


Program  Expenditures 


Using  CBE's  most  current  audited  financial  statement,  which  is  for  the  1996/1997 
school  year,  Calgary's  total  revenue  was  $524  164  518.  All  funding  sources  listed 
on  the  statement  are  shown  in  Figure  7. 


Fig.  7 


CBE  Revenue  Sources 


Funding  Sources 

Instructional  Block 
Support  Block 
Capital  Block 

- Support  Interest 

- BQRP 
Other 

Other  Province  of  Alberta 

Federal  Government  / First  Nation 

Other  Alberta  School  Authorities 

Out  of  Province  Local  Authorities 

Alberta  Municipalities 

Instruction  Fees 

Transportation  Fees 

Other  Sales  and  Services 

Interest  on  Investments 

Gifts  and  Donations 

Rentals  of  Facilities 

School  Generated  Funds 

Cains  on  Disposals  of  Capital  Asset 

Amortization  of  Capital  Allocations 

Sub-Total 

Transfer  from  Operating  Reserves 

Total 


Amount  ($) 

Total  Revenue 

Representation  (%) 

364  825  535 

69.09 

79  295  327 

15.02 

15  995  784 

3.03 

3 971  764 

0.75 

107  387 

0.02 

1 179  992 

0.22 

2 1 62  770 

0.41 

151  486 

0.03 

67  126 

0.01 

880  028 

0.17 

7 156  743 

1.36 

1 063  419 

0.20 

6 087  467 

1.15 

865  419 

0.16 

4600 

0.00 

1 267  864 

0.24 

27  838  904 

5.27 

36  547 

0.01 

11  206  356 

2.12 

524  164  518 

3 910  711 

0.74 

528  075  229 

100.00 

The  deficiency  in  revenue  over  expenditures  for  the  1996/1997  school  year  was 
$3  910  711.  This  amount  was  transferred  from  CBE's  reserves/surplus  fund. 

Guidelines  for  the  preparation  of  the  1996/1997  audited  financial  statement 
required  boards  to  report  expenditures  by  programs  defined  under  the  prov  ince's 
funding  framework.  Figure  8 represents  the  overall  allocation  of  resources  by  these 
programs  for  CBE. 
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CBE  Program  Expenditures 


Support  Block 


Fig.  8 


1 .27% 


Figure  8 reveals  that  CBE  spent  over  75  percent  of  its  entire  budget  on  instructional 
costs.  Another  1 5 percent  was  applied  towards  operating  and  maintaining  school 
facilities  and  paying  for  related  depreciation  and  interest  payments.  Expenditures 
for  student  transportation  totaled  almost  3 percent.  Another  3.68  percent  was 
used  for  system  administration  and  0.09  percent  for  board  governance. 

The  review  team  analyzed  each  program  under  the  support  and  instruction  blocks 
to  determine  whether  these  expenditure  levels  adhere  to  the  province's  funding 
framework. 

The  support  block  funds  three  specific  programs: 

1.  governance  and  system  administration, 

2.  student  transportation, 

3.  operations  and  maintenance. 

Figure  9 represents  a breakdown  of  the  total  revenue  for  each  program. 

Fig.  9 CBE  Support  Block  Revenue 


Operations  & 


Administration 

14.37% 
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Board  Governance 
and  System 
Administration 


Program  Expenditures 


Board  governance  expenses  relate  to  the  work  of  the  board  of  trustees.  They 
include  trustees'  honoraria  as  well  as  expenses  incurred  for  travel,  membership 
fees,  and  school  board  elections.  System  administration  expenditures  refer  to 
services  provided  by  the  chief  superintendent  of  schools,  superintendents,  and 
system  support  staff.  Other  expenditures  reported  under  this  program  include; 
system  planning;  new  programming;  monitoring  and  evaluation  of  programs, 
schools,  principals,  and  staff;  budgeting;  financial  accounting;  internal  and  external 
audits;  legal  services;  liability  insurance;  human  resources;  central  purchasing; 
facilities  planning;  and  communication. 

Under  the  funding  framework  for  1 996/1 997,  CBE  was  entitled  to  spend  4 percent 
of  its  total  instructional,  operations  and  maintenance  and  student  transportation 
allocations  for  board  governance  and  system  administration  costs. 

Figure  10  provides  a comparison  for  1 996/1 997of  the  maximum  expenditures 
allowable  under  the  funding  framework  to  the  actual  costs  incurred  by  CBE  for 
board  governance  and  system  administration.  Figure  1 1 provides  a breakdown  of 
expenditures  by  percentage  for  this  program  as  applied  by  the  board. 


Fig.  10  CBE  Governance  and  System  Administration  Expenditures 


Categories  Governance 

System 

Total 

Limitation 

Administration 

over/(under) 

Salaries  & Benefits 

181 

428 

12  516  896 

12  698  324 

Services  & Supplies 

274 

644 

6 304  239 

6 578  883 

Travel  and  subsistence 

35 

096 

144  932 

180  028 

Cost  recoveries  and  transfers 

0 

0 

0 

Amortization  of  capital  assets 

0 

414  907 

414  907 

Interest  on  capital  debt 

0 

22  920 

22  920 

Other  interest/bank  charges 

0 

19  337 

19  337 

Losses  on  capital  assets 

0 

0 

0 

Sub-Total 

491 

168 

19  423  231 

19  914  399 

Transfer  to  Reserves 

56  131 

Transfers  from  Reserves 

(2  462  417) 

(2  462  417) 

Total 

491 

168 

17  016  945 

17  451  982 

(1  585  479) 

Fig.  1 1 CBE  Board  Governance  and  System 

Administration  Expenditures 

Admin  Salaries 
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As  illustrated  in  Figures  10  and  11,  CBE's  total  expenditure  under  the  governance 
and  administration  program  amounted  to  $17  016  935  or  3.77  percent  of  the  total 
budget.  Trustee  remuneration  represented  0.91  percent  of  the  3.7  percent  total 
program  allocation.  Administration  salaries  and  benefits  represented  62.85 
percent  and  the  remaining  36.42  percent  covered  other  administration  expendi- 
tures, including  liability  insurance,  operating  costs  of  CBE's  administration  building, 
telephone,  postage,  legal  and  audit  services,  association  fees,  photocopying, 
software  licenses,  and  office  supplies. 

The  Arthur  Andersen  & Co.  report  concluded  that  CBE's  governance  and 
administration  expenditures  are  at  a similar  level  to  other  school  boards  they 
considered  and  are  within  the  4 percent  restriction  set  by  the  province. 

The  system-based  instructional  support  program  provides  for  the  cost  of 
certificated  and  un certificated  staff.  This  staff  provides  system-based  instructional 
services  to  schools  in  support  of  activities  such  as  curriculum  implementation, 
coordination  of  in  service  instruction,  and  system-wide  educational  change 
initiatives. 


As  the  allocation  of  funding  for  this  program  is  a board  and/or  a system 
administration  choice  rather  than  a school-based  decision,  the  funding  framework 
states  that  expenditures  must  amount  to  no  more  than  1 .2  percent  of  the  budget 
for  the  1 996/1 997  fiscal  period.  Figure  1 2 shows  the  maximum  expenditures 
allowable  under  the  funding  framework  compared  to  the  actual  costs  incurred  by 
CBE  in  1996/1997  for  its  system-based  instructional  support  program.  Figure  13 
provides  a breakdown  of  CBE  expenditures  for  this  program  by  percentage. 


Fig.  12  CBE  System-Based  Instructional  Support  Expenditures 


Categories 

Salaries  & Benefits 
Travel  & Subsistence 
Amortization  of  Capital  Assets 

SubTotal 

Transfer  to  Reserves 
Transfer  from  Reserves 


System  Instructional  Support 

4 858  627 
124  318 

17  738 

5 218  228 

1 66  000 
-627  754 


Limitation  over /(under) 


(971  604) 


Total 


4 756  474 


(971  604) 


Fig.  13 


CBE  System  Instructional  Support 


Salaries  & 
Benefits 
93.11% 


Services  & 

Supplies 

4.17% 

Amortization  of 
Capital  Assets 
0.34% 

T ravel  & 

~~~ — Subsistence 
2.38% 
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Figures  1 2 and  1 3 illustrate  that  CBE  is  within  the  allowable  expenditures  tor 
system-based  instructional  support  serv  ices.  However,  since  the  redesign  of  CBE 
was  implemented  midway  through  the  1996/1997  fiscal  year,  compliance  of  its 
new  budget  allocations  with  the  province's  funding  framework  will  not  be  known 
until  the  end  of  the  1997/1998  fiscal  reporting  year.  This  will  be  one  full  year  of 
operation  after  the  restructuring. 

Expenditures  for  the  student  transportation  program  are  funded  and  re[)orted 
under  the  support  block.  Major  activities  linked  to  this  program  include  the 
transportation  of  students  to,  from,  and  between  schools,  and  boarding  eligible 
students  away  from  home.  They  also  include  costs  for  the  superv  isor  of  student 
transportation  and  all  clerical  and  support  staff,  repair  and  maintenance  of  trans- 
portation vehicles,  property  insurance  on  bus  shops,  and  amortization  of  ca[)ital 
costs.  Subprogram  expenditures  include  basic  transportation,  s[:>ecial  transporta- 
tion and  boarding  allowance,  and  early  childhood  serv'ice  S[:)ecial  needs  transporta- 
tion. 

Figure  14  shows  student  transportation  revenues  for  the  1996/1997  school  year. 

Fig.l4  CBE  Student  Transportation  Revenues 

Support  Block 
revenue 
92.35% 


ECS 

transportation 

transfer 

0.23% 


In  the  1996/1997  fiscal  year,  provincial  funding  support  to  CBE  was  calculated 
under  the  province's  urban  transportation  formula.  This  revenue  amounted  to 
92.35  percent  or  $1 3 493  320  of  the  total  cost  of  student  transportation.  The 
remaining  7.42  percent  or  $1  082  863  was  supported  mainly  through  user  fees 
which  were  as  follows  in  1996/1997: 


Calgary  Transit  Bus  Pass 
Ineligible  Transit 
Charter  and  Others 
ECS  Charter 
Ineligible  Charter 
Family  Charter  Maximum 


$180.00 /Year 
$340.00 /Year 
$ 75.00/ Year 
$ 75.00 /Year 
$ 75.00 /Year 
$150.00 /Year 


CBE's  student  transportation  costs  for  1 996/1 997  were  $1 5 61  3 007.  In  its  audited 

financial  statement,  student  transportation  shows  an  operating  deficit  of 

$1  002  493.  This  over-expenditure  was  supported  through  a transfer  of  funds  from 
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the  board's  surplus/reserve  fund.  To  eliminate  over-expenditures  or  any  sudden 
shifts  in  operating  costs  which  might  cause  major  fluctuations  in  student  transporta- 
tion fees,  CBE  established  a Student  Transportation  Stabilization  Fund  in 
1 996/1 997.  This  fund  was  designed  to  allow  either  a deficit  or  a surplus  in  the 
transportation  envelop  to  carry  forward  from  one  year  to  the  next. 

Activities  within  the  support  block  operations  and  maintenance  program  relate  to 
the  jurisdiction's  responsibility  for  the  construction,  operation,  maintenance,  safety 
and  security  of  all  school  buildings.  Also  included  in  this  program  are  costs  associ- 
ated with  custodial  services,  utilities,  insurance,  maintenance  vehicles,  amortiza- 
tion of  school  facilities,  and  the  salaries  and  benefits  of  staff  supervising  the  pro- 
gram and  subsequent  clerical  and  support  staff. 

Provincial  revenues  for  this  program  are  calculated  using  a formula  which  allocates 
75  percent  of  funds  for  operation  and  maintenance  based  on  a per  FTE  student 
basis.  The  remaining  25  percent  is  determined  by  the  number  of  square  meters  of 
eligible  instructional  space.  Other  sources  of  revenue  in  addition  to  this  calcula- 
tion are  shown  in  Figure  15. 


Fig.  15  CBE  Operations  and  Maintenance  Revenue 


Category 

Amount 

Support  Block 

49  169  605 

Capital  Block 

- Support  Interest 

15  995  784 

- BQRP 

3 971  764 

Other  Province  of  Alberta 

34  800 

Federal  Government  / First  Nation 

69  476 

Other  Alberta  School  Authorities 

39  577 

Alberta  Municipalities 

880  028 

Transportation  Fees 

233  577 

Rentals  of  Facilities 

1 217 150 

Gains  on  Disposals  of  Capital  Assets 

28  172 

Amortization  of  Capital  Allocations 

11  206  356 

Sub-Total 

82  846  289 

Transfers  from  Other  Blocks 

738  929 

Total 

83  585  218 

For  the  1 996/1 997  fiscal  year,  operations  and  maintenance  revenue  available  from 
the  province  was  $49  1 69  605.  CBE  transferred  $738  929  from  the  instruction 
block  to  the  operations  and  maintenance  program  as  part  of  the  allowable  2 per- 
cent maximum  transfer  limit.  The  net  result  was  a $2  21 9 382  operating  surplus  in 
the  plant  operations  and  maintenance  program.  The  $2  219  382  became  part  of 
the  overall  surplus/deficit  position  for  the  1996/1997  operating  year. 
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The  largest  revenue  source,  the  instruction  block,  provides  tunciing  for  the  majoriu 
of  expenditures  related  to  the  direct  delivery  of  instructional  (programming  for 
students  in  grades  1-12,  kindergarten,  and  home  schooling.  Other  costs  in  this 
block  include  salaries  and  benefits  for  princifpals,  teachers,  and  school  su()(Jort  staff, 
as  well  as  exfpenditures  related  to  release  time  and  allowances  for  ()rinci[pals,  \ ice- 
princifpals,  assistant  princifpals,  defpartment  heads  and  coordinators.  Also  covered 
are  library  costs,  counselling  and  testing  services  [provided  Ipy  school-based  staft, 
SLipfPort  services  provided  from  outside  the  school  at  the  schcpol's  discretion, 
administration  supplies,  telephone,  photoco[pying,  fax  machines,  and  administra- 
tion furnishings  and  equipment. 

CBE's  1996/1997  audited  financial  statement  refported  the  board  allocated  a total 
of  $405  822  058  to  school  instruction.  These  funds  are  received  from  the  sources 
shown  in  Figure  1 6. 


Fig.  16  CBE  Instructional  Revenue  Sources 


Instructional  Block  Funding 

Alberta  Education 
Other 

Other  Province  of  Alberta 

Federal  Government  / First  Nation 

Other  Alberta  School  Authorities 

Out  of  Province  Local  Authorities 

Alberta  Municipalities 

Instruction  Fees 

Other  Sales  and  Services 

Interest  on  Investments 

Gifts  and  Donations 

Rentals  of  Facilities 

School  Generated  Funds 

Gains  on  Disposals  of  Capital  Assets 

Amortization  of  Capital  Allocations 

Sub-total 

Transfer  from  School  Operating  Reserve 

Total 


Sources 

Amount 

364  825  535 

90.49 

76  363 

0.02 

473  012 

0.12 

1 376  194 

0.34 

46  373 

0.01 

67  126 

0.02 

0.00 

7 156  743 

1.78 

452  386 

0.11 

830  802 

0.21 

0.00 

0.00 

27  838  904 

6.91 

8 375 

0.00 

0.00 

403  151  813 

100.00 

2 670  245 

0.66 

405  822  058 

100.66 

Figure  16  reveals  that  the  main  source  of  funding  (90.49  percent)  comes  from  the 
provincial  funding  framework.  School  generated  funds  make  up  6.91  percent  and 
instructional  fees  account  for  another  1 .78  percent.  Revenue  received  from  other 
Alberta  school  authorities  amounts  to  0.01  percent  of  the  total. 

In  1996/1997,  CBE  also  transferred  $2  670  245  from  the  school  operating  reserv'es 
representing  0.66  percent  of  the  instruction  block.  Figure  1 7 shows  the  amount  of 
funds  transferred  from  the  instructional  block  to  various  other  blocks.  It  also 
illustrates  the  maximum  allowable  amount  of  funds  that  can  be  transferred. 


• A COLLABORATIVE  LEARNING  COMMUNITY  - CALGARY  BOARD  OF  EDUCATION  REVIEW  • 


48 


Fig.  17 


CBE  Instructional  Block  Transfers 


Staff  Allocations  Block 
Expenditures 


Instructional  Block  Transfers  Amount  Allowable  (Under)/Over 


Total  Instruction  Block 

405  822  058 

To  System  Instruction  Support 

(4  829  300) 

(4  869  865) 

(40  565) 

To  External  Services 

(1  142  138) 

(1  142  138) 

0 

To  Board  and  System  Admin.  (ECS) 

(382  137) 

(383  043) 

(906) 

To  Transportation  (part  of  2%) 

(34  331) 

(34  331) 

0 

To  Operations  and  Maint.  (part  of  2%) 

(1  328  964) 

(8  082  110) 

(6  753  146) 

From  Other  Blocks 

680,427 

Total  Net  Instruction  Resources 

398  785  615 

(14  511  487) 

(6  794  61 7) 

Expenditures  listed  in  Figure  1 7 show  that  CBE  is  within  the  transfer  limits  set  by 
the  province.  It  also  illustrates  that  after  all  transfers,  the  total  net  amount  of 
instructional  resources  available  for  instruction  is  $398  785  615. 

CBE  has  restricted  flexibility  in  the  allocation  of  resources  to  schools  due  to  clauses 
in  its  collective  agreement.  Since  1984,  CBE  board  and  system  administration 
have  allocated  funds  to  schools  for  certificated  staff  based  on  a (Pupil/Teacher 
Ratio)  PTR  formula  of  1 FTE  certified  teacher  to  18.4  pupils  and  teacher  assigned 
time  of  23  hours  of  classroom  instruction  time  per  week.  This  PTR  includes 
school-based  regular  classroom  teachers,  administrators,  librarians,  and  counsellors. 
It  does  not  include  project  staff  who  serve  the  schools  such  as  special  education 
staff.  The  Calgary  Separate  Board  collective  agreement  includes  a clause  which 
provides  1 FTE  certified  teacher  for  22.5  pupils.  This  clause  is  not  included  in  the 
collective  agreements  of  other  Alberta  school  jurisdictions. 

Funding  for  uncertificated  school-based  support  staff  are  also  allocated  to  schools 
on  a system-wide  staffing  formula.  A breakdown  of  CBE's  total  school-based 
staffing  allocation  for  the  1 996/1 997  school  year  appears  in  Figure  1 8.  Figure  1 9 
provides  a percentage  breakdown  of  CBE  expenditures  for  school-based  staff. 


Fig.  18  CBE  Instructional  Block  Staff  Allocations 


School-Based  Staff  Allocation 

Instruction 

School  Admin 
Instructional  Support 

Certificated  Salaries  Home  Ed. 

123  924 

Certificated  Salaries  ECS 

6 744  424 

Certificated  Salaries  1-12 

247  056  826 

27  936  818 

Uncertificated  Salaries  Home  Ed. 

856 

Uncertificated  Salaries  ECS 

868  363 

Uncertificated  Salaries  1-12 

11  258  656 

20  049  396 

Benefits  Home  Ed. 

111  882 

Benefits  ECS 

792  031 

Benefits  1-1 2 

24  432  782 

4 203  561 

Total 

291  153  082 

52  189  775 

Total  Amount 


343  342  857 
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Fig.  19 


CBE  School-Based  Staff  Allocations 


Expenditures 
Reserved  for 
Materials 


Block  Expenditures 


The  review  team  concluded  that  after  CBE  fulfills  its  contractual  obligations,  few 
financial  resources  remain  for  discretionary  school  use. 

In  addition  to  staffing  resources  allocated  to  schools,  each  school  receives  a per 
student  allocation  to  support  the  purchase  of  ser\'ices,  materials  and  supplies 
including  textbooks.  The  allocation  to  schools  for  the  1 996/1997  school  year  was 
based  on  the  amounts  shown  in  Figure  20. 

Fig.  20  CBE  Instructional  Service,  Material  and  Supplies  Expenditures 


Services,  Materials  and  Supplies 

Home  Education 
ECS 

Instruction  1 -1 2 

School  Admin.  & Instructional  Support 


Total  Amount 
111  703 
299  452 
20  527  727 
6 027  098 


Total 


26  965  980 


CBE  staffing  allocations  to  schools  for  1 996/1 997  accounted  for  $343  342  857  or 
86.15  percent  of  the  instruction  block.  Another  $26  965  980,  or  6.77  percent, 
was  allotted  to  schools  for  instructional  services,  materials  and  supplies  for  a total  of 
$370  308  837.  Staffing  combined  with  supplies  and  materials  account  for  92.92 
percent  of  the  total  net  instructional  block  funds.  School  generated  funds  account 
for  6.99  percent,  and  the  remainder  of  the  net  instructional  block  allocation  was 
used  for  the  amortization  for  capital  assets  and  interest  expenses  as  seen  in 
Figure  21 . 

Fig.  21  CBE  Instructional  Block  Expenditures 


Salaries  & 
Benefits 
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A per  pupil  breakdown  of  CBE's  instruction  block  expenditures  reveals  that  in 
1 996/1 997,  the  system  spent  $3686  for  each  student.  Figure  22  illustrates  the 
application  of  these  monies. 

Fig.  22  1996/1997  Instruction  Block  Per  Pupil  Breakdown 


Instructional 
Support  Services 
1 .20% 


Teaching  Staff 
83.20% 


Supplies  / 

Materials 

2.80% 

Admin. 
Allowances 
2.40% 


Support  Staff 
Other  7.20% 
3.20% 


Figure  22  reveals  that  the  majority  of  funds,  83.2  percent,  are  applied  to  teachers' 
salaries  and  benefits.  School  administration  allowances  amount  to  an  additional 
2.4  percent.  Support  staff  salaries  and  benefits  are  7.2  percent  of  the  total. 

The  remaining  monies  are  used  for  instructional  support  services  (1.2  percent), 
supplies  and  materials  (1 .2  percent),  and  other  miscellaneous  items  (3.2  percent). 

The  review  team  found  expenditures  listed  under  CBE's  instructional  block  to  be 
relatively  higher  than  other  systems  in  Alberta.  Based  on  a comparative  analysis 
undertaken  by  Arthur  Andersen  & Co.,  it  would  appear  that  costs  for  certificated 
staff  are  among  the  highest  in  the  province. 

Wages  for  all  certificated  staff  in  the  province  are  determined  by  a negotiated 
collective  agreement  which  includes  a salary  grid  based  on  teachers'  years  of 
experience  and  years  of  education.  Costs  increase  for  each  year  of  service  to  a 
maximum  of  1 1 years  and  for  each  year  of  education  to  a maximum  of  six. 

Staff  attrition  and  growth  in  student  enrolment  which  require  a board  to  hire  new 
staff  who  may  have  less  training  or  experience  are  the  two  major  offsetting  factors 
for  increased  salary  costs  due  to  training  and  experience. 

Prior  to  1 995,  school  authorities  that  opted  to  hire  staff  with  more  education  and 
years  of  experience  had  the  ability  to  support  the  extra  cost  from  the  local  tax 
base.  However,  with  the  introduction  of  the  funding  framework,  boards  lost  the 
ability  to  raise  local  revenue  in  support  of  board  decisions. 

This  funding  change  impacts  many  school  jurisdictions,  including  CBE. 

Using  information  provided  by  the  Alberta  School  Boards  Association,  the  Arthur 
Andersen  & Co.  report  determined  that,  on  average,  CBE's  certificated  staff  have 
more  years  of  experience  and  more  years  of  education  than  teachers  in  other 
boards  in  the  province  as  shown  in  Figure  23  below. 
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Fig.  23 


Teacher  Distribution  Costs 


Capital  Block 


$6,000 
$5,000 
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As  the  funding  framework  has  no  (Drovision  for  an  adjustment  to  recognize  this  unit 
cost  variance,  the  review  team  feels  that  hiring  practices  and  management  of 
human  resources  will  need  to  be  addressed  by  many  boards  over  the  next  several 
years  before  a balance  will  be  reached. 


The  review  team  also  analyzed  support  staff  salary  survey  information  assembled 
by  the  Alberta  School  Boards  Association's  Labor  Relations  Department.  In  most 
categories  reported,  CBE  was  near  the  top  compared  to  other  Alberta  school 
boards. 


The  funding  framework  capital  block  is  equal  to  each  school  board's  debenture 
and  capital  loan  payments.  It  also  covers  boards'  current  payments  for  school 
buildings,  equipment,  and  construction  projects  approved  by  the  province's  School 
Buildings  Board.  Since  the  1995/1996  school  year,  the  province  has  assumed  full 
responsibility  for  funding  current  school  building  projects,  as  well  as  the  debt  owing 
on  facilities  outside  of  administration  buildings,  maintenance  shops,  and  bus 
garages. 

The  debt  owing  on  these  facilities  and  projects  is  paid  directly  by  Alberta  Educa- 
tion to  the  Alberta  Municipal  Finance  Corporation.  For  tracking  purposes,  how- 
ever, these  funding  amounts  are  recorded  on  each  school  jurisdiction's  audited 
financial  statement. 

School  building  projects  approved  by  the  School  Buildings  Board  are  fully  funded 
at  support  levels  set  by  the  province.  Boards  can  not  transfer  any  monies  to  or 
from  the  capital  block. 

There  are  four  funding  support  programs  available  to  school  jurisdictions  under  the 
capital  block: 

• Building  Quality  and  Restoration  Projects  funds  upgrades  to  building 
components  to  meet  health  and  safety  requirements 

• Construction  Projects  funds  new  schools,  additions,  and  re-locatable 
classrooms  to  accommodate  increased  enrolments 

• Modernization  Projects  funds  are  used  to  upgrade  existing  facilities 
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New  Construction 


Capital  Projects 


which  are  physically  or  functionally  obsolete 
• Career  and  Technology  Studies  funds  are  reserved  for  program 
equipment  for  new  or  modernized  CTS  labs 

Since  1 990,  the  School  Buildings  Board  has  approved  funding  for  CBE  to  construct 
seven  elementary  schools,  two  junior  high  schools,  and  one  senior  high  school. 
These  schools  were  built  in  areas  where  enrolments  had  increased  by  more  than 
4300  students. 

Twenty-seven  out  of  33  developing  communities  in  Calgary  do  not  have  school 
facilities;  therefore,  students  who  reside  in  these  areas  are  transported  outside  their 
communities.  Short  and  long  range  forecasts  provided  by  the  City  of  Calgary 
indicate  that  growth  will  continue.  CBE  has  developed  a long-term  capital  plan  to 
address  this  growth. 

Figures  24,  25  and  26  outline  projects  in  CBE's  capital  plan  to  the  end  of  the 
1 999/2000  school  year. 


Fig.  24  CBE  Capital  Projects  Approved  in  Principle  for  1998 

Local  Priority 

Project 

Estimated  Cost 

98-1 

Col.  Macleod  Upgrading 

A. 

Modernization 

B. 

Addition 

2 507  499 

98-2 

William  Aberhart  Upgrading 

2 997  920 

98-3 

James  Fowler  Upgrading 

4 552  747 

98-4 

Relocatable  Moves 

155  916 

Total 

$10  214  082 

Fig.  25 

CBE  Capital  Projects  Submission  for  1999 

Local  Priority 

Project 

Estimated  Cost 

99-1 

3 Relocatable  Satellite  Units  (200  Student  Capacity)  1 050  000 

99-2 

FHenry  Wise  Wood  - Upgrading 

2 890  000 

99-3 

Relocatable  Moves  (10) 

155  916 

99-4 

10  Elementary  School 

Additions  and  Renovations 

3 475  000 

99-5 

Queen  Elizabeth  Modernization 

(Phase  11) 

2 133  500 

Total 

$11  484  416 

Fig.  26 

CBE  Capital  Projects  Submission  for  2000 

Local  Priority 

Project 

Estimated  Cost 

00-1 

1 Relocatable  Satellite 

Unit  - Simons  Valley 

350  000 

00-2 

2 K-3  Schools  (4.2  million  x 2) 

8 400  000 

00-3 

10  Elementary  Schools 

Additions  and  Renovations 

4 200  000 

00-4 

junior  High  School  Modernization 

3 500  000 

Total  $16  450  000 
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1996/1997  Capital 
Expenditures 


Two  Areas  of  Concern 


Per  Pupil  Breakdown 


In  1996/1997,  CBE  received  $15  995  784  from  the  province  in  support  of  capital 
debt  interest.  The  BQRP  funds  allocated  to  revenue  were  $3  971  764.  The  total 
capital  block  allocation  is  $19  967  548,  which  represents  3.78  percent  of  the  total 
funding  received  by  CBE  for  the  1996/1997  fiscal  year. 

The  review  team  concluded  that  CBE  does  com()ly  with  the  provincial  funding 
framework.  The  team  was  concerned  about  a conclusicjn  outlined  in  the  Arthur 
Andersen  & Co.  re[:)ort  which  stated  that  it  had  conducted  a brief  analysis  of 
1997/1998  budget  allocations  under  the  restructured  organization.  The  Arthur 
Andersen  & Co.  report  noted  that  it  is  arguable  that  for  the  1997  1998  l)udget, 
certain  expenditures  such  as  CLC  directors  should  be  classified  as  system  instruc- 
tion support  expenditures  under  the  funding  framework.  The  report  also  states, 

"In  our  view  it  is  arguable  that  CLC  directors  should  be  charged  to  system  adminis- 
tration." The  firm  noted  that  if  expenditures  for  CLC  directors  were  reported  in 
system  administration  instead  of  instructional  block  costs  in  the  1996/1997  fiscal 
year,  CBE  would  still  be  within  the  funding  framework  block  restriction.  The 
review  team  noted  these  comments  for  two  reasons. 

First,  the  funding  framework  places  restrictions  on  all  school  jurisdictions  for 
governance  and  administration.  For  CBE,  the  governance  and  administration 
ceiling  is  4 percent,  and  for  system  based  instructional  support  the  limit  is  1 .2 
percent  (1 996/1 997)  and  0.8  percent  (1 997/1 998).  Recording  expenditures  in  the 
appropriate  program  is  critical  in  determining  a board's  adherence  to  the  restric- 
tions outlined  within  the  funding  framework.  The  framework  guidelines  further 
state  that  "principals  in  collaboration  with  their  staffs  and  school  councils  will 
decide  the  nature  and  extent  of  instructional  support  services  required  by  students 
and  teachers."  In  order  to  ensure  compliance  with  the  framework,  in  19981999 
CBE  together  with  its  schools  should  review  the  categorization  of  CLC  expendi- 
tures. 

The  second  reason  is  one  of  comparability.  Based  on  the  evidence  provided,  the 
review  team  believes  that  school  boards  classify  similar  expenditures  differently. 
This  difference  in  classification  makes  it  difficult  to  compare  financial  data  from 
one  school  board  to  another.  The  Arthur  Andersen  & Co.  report  also  indicates  the 
difficulty  in  comparisons  of  program  expenditures  within  the  funding  framework 
between  boards. 

The  review  team  believes  that  the  definition  and  interpretation  of  expenditures 
within  the  funding  framework  requires  clarification  between  the  province  and 
school  authorities. 

As  a follow-up  to  the  Arthur  Andersen  & Co.  report  findings,  the  review  team 
requested  that  CBE  provide  a cost  breakdown  of  its  instructional  allocation  to 
schools  using  its  1 997/1 998  per  pupil  grant.  Figure  27  illustrates  the  board's 
anticipated  expenditures  on  a per  student  basis.  The  calculation  shows  how  the 
per  pupil  grant  is  pro-rated  to  expenditures  based  on  the  board's  projected  enrol- 
ment of  90  821  excluding  items  funded  by  other  sources. 
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Fig.  27 


CBE  Per  Pupil  Allocation  of  $3699  Instructional  Block 


Average  Basic 

Percentage 

Total  System 

Instruction 

of  Total 

Amount 

Individual  School  Allocations 

Per  Pupil  Cost 

($) 

Per  Pupil  Cost 

(%) 

($) 

School-Based  Certificated  Staff 

2989 

80.8 

271  463  969 

School-Based  Support  Staff 

251 

6.8 

22  796  071 

Decerntralized  School  Budget 

109 

2.9 

9 899  489 

Technology  Allocation 

13 

0.3 

1 180  673 

Special  Education 

60 

1.6 

5 449  260 

Special  Settings 

51 

1.4 

4 631  871 

Substitutes 

43 

1.2 

3 905  303 

Total  Individual  School  Allocation 

3516 

95.1 

319  326  636 

Other  Instructional  Charges 
Direct  Charges  to  Schools 

Technology/Information 
Systems  Services 

17 

1,543,957 

Telephone 

11 

999,031 

Contribution  to  ECS 

8 

726,568 

Copyright,  Student  Accident  Insur.,  etc. 

6 

544,926 

Total  Direct  Charges  to  Schools 

42 

1.1 

3 814  482 

Central  Support  to  Students 


Purchased  Services 


Out  of  System  Placement 

15 

1 362  315 

Other  Purchased  Services 

3 

272  463 

Program  Support 

1 

90  821 

Student  Services  Support 

Vision 

3 

272  463 

Hearing 

4 

363  284 

Other  Programs 

5 

454  105 

Student/Parent  Support 

Psychologists 

13 

1 180  673 

Other  Professional  Supports 

5 

454  105 

Total  Central  Support  to  Students 

49 

1.3 

4 450  229 

Central  Support  to  Schools/Teachers 

Client  Support 

6 

544  926 

CLC  Directors/Specialists 

37 

3 360  377 

Professional  Learning  Support 

Selection,  Evaluation  and  Processing 

5 

454  105 

Other  (Substitute  Desk  and  Athletics) 

2 

181  642 

Total  Central  Support  to 
Schools/Teachers 

51 

1.4 

4 631  871 

Contingency  and  Implementation  Fund 

11 

0.3 

999  031 

Transfer  to  System  Instr.  Support 

31 

0.8 

2 815  451 

Total  Other  Instructional  Charges 

183 

4.9 

16  620  243 

Basic  Instruction  Charges 

3699 

100.0 

335  946  879 

Based  on  the  information  provided  in  Figure  27,  the  review  team  concludes  that 
CBE  does  in  fact  allocate  95.1  percent  of  the  instructional  block  directly  to  the 
school.  The  remaining  4.9  percent  is  allocated  to  support  resources  for  schools. 

Major  Conclusions 

1 . CBE's  expenditures  for  the  1 996/1 997  school  year  are  in  compliance  with  the 
province's  funding  framework. 

2.  Eor  the  1 996/1 997  school  year  the  CBE's  Board  Governance  and 
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Administration  expenditures  are  within  the  4 percent  requirement  of  the 
funding  framework. 

3.  Governance  and  administration  expenditures  are  comparal)le  to  other  major 
school  boards  in  the  province. 

4.  Seventy-four  percent  of  the  total  funds  received  by  the  board  are  Sfx*nt  at  the 
school  level. 

5.  Salaries  and  benefits  consume  83.2  percent  of  the  instructional  block. 

6.  Support  staff  salaries  and  benefits  are  among  the  highest  in  the  province. 

7.  CBE's  allocation  of  resources  to  system  instructional  support  for  the 
1996/1997  school  year  is  within  the  1 .2  percent  maximum  allowable  under 
the  funding  framework. 

8.  The  transportation  fee  structure  recognizes  a differential  rate  for  ineligible 
students  for  the  transit  system  but  no  differential  rate  exists  for  the  charter 
service. 

9.  All  fees  collected  for  student  transportation  will  be  applied  to  costs  directly 
related  to  these  services  through  the  Student  Transportation  Stabilization 
Fund. 

10.  Provisions  of  the  collective  agreement  between  the  board  and  its  teaching 
staff  impose  a number  of  significant  restrictions  on  the  flexibility  of  the  board 
to  allocate  its  financial  resources.  It  is  believed  these  restrictions  on  assigned 
teaching  time,  pupil-teacher  ratio  and  number  of  administrative  positions  are 
the  most  severe  in  the  province. 

1 1 . Once  the  terms  of  the  collective  agreement  between  the  board  and  its  teach- 
ers and  administration  are  met,  very  few  instructional  dollars  are  available  for 
other  purposes. 

1 2.  CBE's  application  of  the  Plant  Operations  and  Maintenance  funds  comply 
with  the  funding  framework. 

13.  Recorded  transfer  of  funds  between  the  blocks  is  within  the  prescribed  limits 
of  the  funding  framework. 

14.  CBE  should  ensure  the  various  support  services  the  system  provides  to  schools 
are  reported  in  the  correct  program  as  defined  under  the  funding  framework. 

15.  Expenditures  reported  in  the  board  and  system  administration  component  in 
the  1 996/1 997  fiscal  period  are  unusual  in  that  some  $2.4  million  was  trans- 
ferred from  reserves  to  purchase  the  necessary  technological  system  such  as 
HRIS  and  Oracle. 

16.  CBE  has  a higher  than  average  per  unit  salary  cost  because  of  the  higher 
average  years  of  education  and  years  of  experience  of  its  teachers. 

1 7.  CBE  support  staff  salaries  are  near  the  top  in  comparison  with  other  school 
boards  in  the  province. 

18.  The  major  expense  in  all  school  systems,  as  well  as  CBE,  is  their  investment  in 
staff.  The  comparison  between  school  jurisdictions  revealed  a significant 
variance  of  per  unit  teacher  costs  between  school  authorities  based  on  years 
of  experience  and  education.  The  funding  framework  does  not  recognize  this 
cost  variation  in  the  current  funding  distribution  model  as  one  of  its  equity 
considerations. 
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Introduction  and 
Mandate 


This  report  is  the  product  of  Arthur  Andersen  & Co.'s 
engagement  for  the  Calgary  School  Board  Review  Team.  The 
Terms  of  Reference  for  the  engagement  are  included  in 
Appendix  1.  The  procedures  we  conducted  were  not 
intended  to  include  all  procedures  necessary  to  enable  us  to 
express  an  audit  opinion  on  the  information  presented  in  the 
report  or  on  the  financial  position  or  results  of  operations  of 
the  Calgary  Board  of  Education  for  any  period. 


Approach  and  Scope 


Arthur  Andersen  & Co.  commenced  with  an  overall  analysis 
of  the  Calgary  Board  of  Education's  fiscal  1996-1997 
operating  expenses  relative  to  several  other  Alberta  school 
boards.  We  have  considered  each  of  the  funding  blocks  as 
defined  by  Alberta  Education  and  we  have  completed  a 
detailed  analysis  of  key  expenditures. 


Summary 

Observations 


The  section  comprises  a series  of  the  more  significant 
paragraphs  included  in  this  report.  These  paragraphs  have 
been  repeated  here  to  solely  to  assist  readers  to  obtain  an 
understanding  of  the  matters  addressed  elsewhere  in  the 
report. 


School  boards  within  the  province  of  Alberta  spend  their 
resources  in  a relatively  similar  manner.  Instructional  costs 
averaged  over  68%  of  all  educational  expenditures  in  Alberta 
in  1995-1996,  the  last  year  for  which  information  is  available 
on  a province  wide  basis.  Operating  and  maintenance 
expenditures,  those  related  to  building  operations,  and  the 
related  depreciation,  debt  amortization  and  interest 
accounted  for  approximately  19%  of  total  expenditures  in 
1995-1996.  Board  governance  and  system  administration  and 
transportation  related  expenditures  accounted  for  on  average 
4.6%  and  5.0%  of  total  expenditures  respectively  in  the  same 
period.  These  four  categories  of  expenditure  accounted  for 
over  97%  of  all  education  expenditures  in  1995-1996.  The 
balance  of  expenditures  are  primarily  for  Early  Childhood 
Education  (2%). 


In  the  conduct  of  our  work  we  noted  that  school  boards 
within  Alberta  classify  similar  expenditures  differently.  In 
addition  similar  underlying  activities  are,  in  many  cases, 
accounted  for  in  different  programs,  in  accordance  with 
direction  from  Alberta  Education  concerning  school-based 
decision  making,  depending  on  the  source  of  discretion 
(school  based  or  centrally  based)  to  incur  the  expenditure.  In 
our  view  there  is  considerable  \'ariance  in  the  manner  in 


which  similar  educational  expenditures  are  reported  within 
Alberta 

The  Calgary  Board  of  Education  has  had  significant  turnover 
in  senior  administrative  positions  in  the  last  year  and  one- 
half.  With  this  level  of  change  in  key  positions,  in  our 
experience,  a transition  period  is  necessary  before  the  revised 
expectations  of  senior  management  are  understood  and 
internal  operating  procedures  adapt  to  the  revised  structure 
and  requirements. 

The  total  1996-1997  Board  Governance  and  System 
Administration  expenditures  of  the  Calgary  Board  of 
Education,  after  considering  allowed  transfers,  does  not 
exceed  the  4%  maximum  expense  limit.  The  annual  audited 
financial  statements  of  the  Calgary  Board  of  Education  for  the 
year  ended  1996-1997  show  that  these  expenditures  are  in 
total  $1,585,479  (or  8.0%)  below  the  4%  expense  limit. 

System  instruction  support  expenditures  have  been  queried 
particularly  following  the  introduction  of  the  Collaborative 
Learning  Communities  ("CLC's")- 

CLC's  constitute  an  operational  entity  rather  than  an 
accounting  cost  centre.  The  determination  as  to  whether  or 
not  the  provincially  set  expenditure  limit  has  been  exceeded 
for  these  expenditures  depends  primarily  on  an  assessment 
of  the  cost  components  charged  to  the  CLC's  and  on  an 
assessment  as  to  whether  or  not  CLC  costs  are  incurred  in 
part,  or  in  total,  at  the  discretion  of  school  based 
administration. 

In  our  review  we  concluded  that  it  is  arguable  that  certain 
proposed  CLC  level  expenditures  (included  in  its  1997-1998 
Budget  and  classified  as  instruction  program  expenditures) 
should  be  classified  as  System  Instruction  Support 
expenditures. 

In  our  view  it  is  arguable  that  CLC  directors  should  be 
charged  to  System  Administration.  Had  the  Directors  been 
charged  to  System  Administration  in  1996-1997,  however,  the 
expenditure  limit  would  not  have  been  exceeded. 

Certain  of  the  CLC  expenditures  have  been  classified  by  the 
Calgary  School  Board  as  Instruction  Program  costs.  It  is 
arguable  that  some  or  all  of  these  costs  should  be  classified  as 
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System  Instruction  Support  expenditures.  VVe  believe, 
however,  that  in  substance  these  are  primarily  instruction 
related  costs  and  are  reasonably  classified.  The  classification 
decision  for  Alberta  Education  reporting  purpt)ses,  however, 
rests  on  the  definition  of  the  term  "discretionary"  and  a 
determination  as  to  whether  or  not  the  costs  are  incurred  at 
the  discretion  of  school  based  administration. 

There  appears  to  be  a conflict  between  two  policies  of  Alberta 
Education  one  requiring  "discretion"  on  the  part  of  school 
based  administration  and  the  second  requiring  "collaborative 
decision  making"  at  the  District  level.  We  believe  that  criteria 
for  determining  whether  the  "discretionary"  standard  has 
been  met  or  otherwise  would  be  desirable  and  that  such 
criteria  should  be  initiated  by  Alberta  Education. 

It  is  clear  to  us  that  some  school  jurisdictions,  and  possibly 
Alberta  Education,  consider  the  "discretionary"  standard  as 
having  been  met  in  varying  ways.  This  has  significant 
consequences  in  terms  of  reporting  to  Alberta  Education  on 
the  achievement  or  otherwise  actual  expenditures  relative  to 
the  guidelines  set  for  each  funding  block. 

We  concluded  that  it  would  be  valuable  to  identify  the 
primary  cost  drivers  that  could  create  "differences"  between 
the  Calgary  Public  School  Boards  cost  structure  and  the  cost 
structures  of  other  boards  in  the  province.  Payroll  costs  are  a 
significant  component  of  all  of  the  instructional  expenditures 
made  by  the  Calgary  Board  of  Education  (83.8%). 

The  salaries  paid  for  the  same  levels  of  experience  and 
education  at  the  Calgary  Board  of  Education  were  lower  than 
the  comparative  levels  at  three  other  major  boards  in  the 
province.  The  Calgary  Board  of  Education  employs  teachers 
with  relatively  higher  levels  of  education  than  other  boards. 
Accordingly,  the  compensation  costs  for  the  Calgary  Board  of 
Education,  expressed  as  a percentage  of  total  expenditures,  is 
higher  than  the  provincial  average  for  the  province  as  a 
whole. 

The  effect  of  higher  cost  differential  to  the  Calgary  Board  of 
Education,  based  on  the  average  of  all  District's,  is 
significant.  This  cost  approximates  $14.6  million  per  annum 
(or  $160  per  student  --  4.3%  of  the  base  instructional  grant  per 
student). 

Students  with  severe  disabilities,  as  opposed  to  what  are 
determined  to  be  mild  or  moderate  disabilities,  receive 
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additional  funding  from  the  province.  The  Calgary  Board  of 
Education  has  1.3%  of  its  students  (versus  a provincial 
average  of  1.2%)  who  receive  additional  funding  as  they  have 
severe  learning  or  other  disabilities.  The  Calgary  Board  of 
Education  has  approximately  19%  of  all  of  the  students  in 
Alberta  and  approximately  20%  of  those  students  in  Alberta 
with  severe  disabilities. 

These  special  needs  students  require  a high  level  of  resources 
due  to  their  severe  disabilities.  There  is  a growing  demand 
for  such  services.  More  recently  their  needs  have,  in  many 
cases,  been  met  in  a regular  classroom  environment. 

The  true  "'cost"  to  a particular  board  of  responding 
adequately  to  students  with  severe  disabilities,  and  at  the 
same  time  to  the  provincial  policy  of  inclusion,  is  not  possible 
to  determine  precisely.  In  our  view  there  is,  on  average,  an 
internal  cross  subsidy  for  each  special  needs  student.  The 
cross  subsidy  could  well  have  an  impact  on  the  extent  to 
which  students  with  such  disabilities  are  reserved  by  various 
boards  within  Alberta.  We  were  advised  that  the  real  "costs" 
of  serving  special  needs  students  increased  with  the 
introduction  of  a provincial  policy  in  September  1993 
providing  for  inclusion  of  such  students  in  regular  classes  as 
the  preferred  educational  delivery  alternative. 

Operating  and  maintenance  of  schools  accounts  for  15.4%  of 
the  expenditures  of  the  Calgary  Board  of  Education.  This 
level  of  expenditure  is  within  the  funding  provided  by 
Alberta  Education  for  such  expenditures. 
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The  Calgary  Board  of 
Education 


The  Calgary  Board  of  Education  is  one  of  the  largest  school 
systems  in  Canada.  In  the  1996-1997  school  year  95,016 
students  or  approximately  19%  of  all  students  in  Alberta 
were  enrolled  in  219  schools.  (Source:  Calgary  Board  of 
Education  Web  Site).  The  Calgary  Board  of  Education 
accounts  for  approximately  17%  of  all  expenditures  made  by 
the  64  school  districts  in  the  province  of  Alberta.  The  Calgary 
School  Board's  financial  statements  for  the  year  ended 
August  31,  1997  reflect  total  revenues  of  $524  million  and 
total  expenses  of  $528  million. 


The  Calgary  Board  of  Education  has  had  significant 
turnover  in  senior  administrative  positions  in  the  last  year 
and  one-half.  The  Chief  Superintendent  is  new  within  this 
time  frame  along  with  four  of  the  five  superintendents  who 
now  report  to  the  Chief  Superintendent.  With  the 
reorganization  of  the  former  operating  structure  in  early  1997 
and  the  emergence  of  the  Collaborative  Learning 
Communities  ("CLC's")  12  superintendent  level  positions 
that  existed  under  the  former  structure  were  eliminated  and, 
as  noted  below,  8 CLC's  were  created.  The  CLC's  are 
housed,  or  are  to  be  housed,  within  schools.  Staff  in  the 
CLC's  report  to  a Director.  CLC  activities  are  focused  for  the 
most  part  on  school  and  classroom  level  activities. 


With  this  level  of  change  in  key  positions,  in  our 
experience,  a transition  period  is  necessary  before  the 
revised  expectations  of  management  are  understood  and 
internal  operating  procedures  adapt  to  the  revised  structure 
and  requirements.  The  effect  of  these  changes  was 
exacerbated  as  the  changes  had  to  be  addressed  in  the  face  of 
revised  funding  arrangements  for  the  educational  system  in 
Alberta,  and  revised  provincial  policies  respecting  education 
and  continuing  curriculum  changes.  These  changes  have  not 
worked  their  way  through  the  system.  This  has  resulted,  in 
our  view,  in  perception  and  visibility  problems  with  regard 
to  CLC  costs  and  activities  and  in  a reasonable  degree  of 
acceptance  by  site  based  administration,  with  some 
reservation,  of  the  general  direction  of  the  changes  being 
introduced.  Tliis  reserved  acceptance  arises  as  the  system  is 
under  stress  and  since  the  revised  structure  has  not  been  in 
operation  for  a full  operational  cycle.  Hence  results  can  only 
be  anticipated  rather  than  based  on  some  histor}'  of  results. 
The  effectiveness  of  the  CLC  structure  is  to  be  assessed  on  a 
continuing  basis  as  part  of  the  annual  planning  and 
budgeting  process. 
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Educational  system  funding  is  determined  for  the  most  part 
in  Alberta  by  the  provincial  government.  The  government 
utilizes  a funding  framework  introduced  in  September  1995. 
Every  school  board  in  the  province  receives  the  same  funding 
per  student  for  basic  instruction.  Eor  the  1996-1997  school 
year  this  was  set  at  $3686  per  student.  Additional  funds  are 
made  available  to  boards  based  on  a number  of  factors,  for 
example  students  with  special  needs,  sparsity  and  distance 
(for  Boards  with  larger  service  areas);  transportation 
requirements  and  specific  debt  related  costs. 

The  funding  framework  allocates  funds  to  school  boards  for 
instruction,  support  and  capital  in  three  blocks. 

The  Instruction  Block  provides  for  the  cost  of  instructional 
programs  and  services  including: 

• basic  instruction; 

• special  instruction; 

• sparsity  and  distance  factors; 

• initiatives  that  improve  the  quality  of  education; 

• emergent  funding  for  school  boards; 

• Home  Education; 

• learning  resources 

• Early  Childhood  Services;  and 

• school  based  instructional  support  services  and 
administration 

The  Support  Block  provides  for  the  cost  of: 

• operating  and  maintaining  schools; 

• board  governance  and  central  office  administration;  and 

• student  transportation. 

The  Capital  Block  provides  for  the  cost  of  school  building 
projects  supported  by  Alberta  Education  including; 

• current  school  building  projects;  and 

• debt  owing  on  school  buildings 

Chart  1 on  page  eight  depicts  the  revenue  by  program  for 
several  larger  Districts. 


Funding  of  the 
Educational  System 
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CHART  1 1996-1997  REVENUES  BY  PROGRAM 
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REVENUES  BY  PROGRAM  CERTAIN  DISTRICTS 


Source:  Audited  Financial  Statements  for  the  Year  Ended  August  31,  1997 
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Chart  1 on  page  eight  shows  that  the  percentage  of  revenue 
available  to  school  districts  by  program  within  Alberta  varies 
to  reflect  varying  needs.  For  example  rural  districts  generally 
receive  more  for  student  transportation.  In  addition  school 
districts  within  Alberta  receive  revenue  to  fund  the  interest 
on  capital  related  debt  in  differing  proportions  depending  on 
the  level  of  debt  outstanding  when  the  new  funding 
framework  was  introduced  in  September  1995.  These  factors 
cause  the  revenues  and  expenditures  by  school  district  to 
appear  to  vary  when  for  the  most  part  the  revenue  available 
and  expenditures  made  for  instruction,  operating  and 
maintenance  and  board  governance  and  system 
administration  are  more  similar  than  different. 

In  the  conduct  of  our  work  we  also  noted  that  school  boards 
within  Alberta  classify  similar  expenditures  differently.  In 
addition,  similar  underlying  activities  are,  in  many  cases, 
accounted  for  in  different  programs,  in  accordance  with 
direction  from  Alberta  Education  concerning  school-based 
decision  making,  depending  on  the  source  of  discretion 
(school  based  or  centrally  based)  to  incur  the  expenditure. 

In  our  view  there  is  considerable  variance  in  the  manner  in 
which  similar  educational  expenditures  are  reported  within 
Alberta.  For  example  (a)  interest  on  capital  debt  is  classified 
as  instructional  only  by  Edmonton  School  District  No  7 in  the 
group  of  Districts  included  in  Chart  1 and  (b)  system 
instruction  support  expenditures,  before  considering 
transfers  to  or  from  reserves,  range  from  $0  per  student  for 
two  districts  to  approximately  $56  for  four  other  districts.  In 
our  view  these  relative  differences  arise  at  least  as  much  from 
the  classification  required  by  Alberta  Education  (based  on  the 
source  of  "discretion"  for  the  expenditures)  as  they  do  from 
differences  in  the  nature  or  utilization  of  the  underlying 
resources. 

We  have  attempted  to  isolate  the  more  significant  of  these 
differences.  However,  given  our  mandate  to  review  the 
Calgary  Board  of  Education  we  did  not  attempt  to  isolate  all 
such  reporting  inconsistencies  accordingly  we  are  unable  to, 
and  do  not,  provide  any  assurance  that  all  such 
inconsistencies  in  reporting  practices  between  school  districts 
were  detected  by  us.  Interpretations  of  comparative 
information  included  in  the  accompanying  report  should  be 
made  cautiously. 


Caution  Regarding 
Interpretation  of 
Charts  and  Data 
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Educational 

Expenditures 


Chart  1 A below  illustrates  the  percentage  of  expenditures 
each  program  accounted  for  at  several  of  the  larger  districts 
in  the  year  ended  August  31, 1997. 


CHART  1A 

1996-1997  PROGRAM  EXPENDITURES* 
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□ Rocky  View  School  Division 
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2.3% 

■ Grande  Prairie  Public  School  District 
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3.4“/o 

1.9% 

□ Parkland  School  Division 

66.4“/o 
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4.1“/o 

1.0% 

2.5% 

■ Lethbridge  School  District 

73.2“/o 
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2.0% 
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□ Bdnxnton  R.C.  Separate  School  District 
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■ Calgary  Roman  Catholic  Separate  School 
District 

72.8“/o 

17.0“/o 

3.5“/o 

4.5% 

0.3% 

1 .8% 

PROGRAM  EXPENDITURES  CERTAIN  DISTRICTS 

Source:  Audited  Financial  Statements  for  the  year  Ended  August  31 , 1997 


* Before  considering  any  reduction  for  transfers  to  fund  non-recurring  systems 
related  expenditures  incurred  by  the  CBE  (see  also  Chart  IB  on  page  1 1) 

**  After  reclassifying  interest  on  debt  from  instruction  to  Operation  and 
Maintenance  of  Schools  to  be  consistent  with  other  Districts 
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Chart  IB  below  shows  that  the  larger  districts  expend  their 
"variable"  operating  and  maintenance  and  administrative 
resources  in  a similar  manner.  Chart  IB  reflects  the 
expenditure  levels  reflected  in  Chart  lA  after: 

(a)  eliminating  interest  on  capital  debt  and 

amortization  on  capital  assets  (which  are  funded 
specifically  to  match  related  disbursements  or  are 
not  variable  in  the  short  term),  and 


(b)  showing  the  breakdown  of,  and  adjusting,  board 
and  system  administration  expenditures  (to 
reflect  those  expenditures  funded  from  current 
allocations  and  eliminating  those  expenditures  to 
the  extent  that  they  were  funded  from  transfers 
from  restricted  operating  reserves). 


CHART  IB 

1996-1997  ADJUSTED*  COMPARATIVE  EXPENSES 
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□ Calgary  Board  of  Education 

74.3% 

10.3% 

3.2% 

0.9% 

0.1% 

■ Bdnwnlon  Public  School  Board 

70.0% 

8.0% 
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0.0% 

0.4% 

□ Bk  Island  FOblic  Schools 

71.2% 

10.3% 

2.5% 

0.9% 

0.3% 

□ Rocky  View  School  Dvision 

L8% 

8.4% 
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■ Grande  Prairie  FOblic  School  Dstrict 

67.4% 

9.1% 

3.0% 

0.1% 

0.5% 

□ Fferkland  School  Division 

66.3% 

10.0% 

2.8% 

1.0% 

0.4% 

B Lethbridge  School  District 

73.2% 

10.8% 

2.9% 

0.9% 

0.3% 

□ Edmonton  R.C.  Separate  School 
District 

72.1% 

12.3% 

3.2% 

0.0% 

0.3% 

B Calgary  Roman  Catholic  Separate 
School  Dstrict 

72.6% 

10.2% 

3.5% 

1.1% 

0.2% 

*Source:  Audited  Financial  Statements  for  the  Year  Ended  August  31, 
1997  Adjusted  as  noted  above 
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CALGARY  BOARD  OF 

EDUCATION 

EXPENDITURES 


The  expenditures  by  the  Calgary  Board  of  Education  for  the 
year  ended  August  31,  1997  before  any  of  the  abo\’e 
adjustments  were  as  follows: 


Chart  2 

Calgary  Board  of  Education  1996-1997  Expenditures 


Early  Childhood 
Services 
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Operation  & 
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1 

15.5% 

1 

Student 

Tiansportatton 

3.0% 


Source:  Calgary  Board  of  Education  Financial 
Statement.s  for  the  Year  Ended  August  31, 1997 


Instructional  costs  averaged  over  68%  of  all  educational 
expenditures  in  Alberta  in  1995-1996,  the  last  year  for  which 
information  is  available  on  a province-wide  basis.  Operating 
and  maintenance  expenditures,  those  related  to  building 
operations,  and  the  related  depreciation,  debt  amortization 
and  interest  accounted  for  approximately  19%  of  total 
expenditures  in  1995-1996.  Board  and  system  administration 
and  transportation  related  expenditures  accounted  for  on 
average  4.6%  and  5.0%  of  total  expenditures  respectively  in 
the  same  period.  These  four  categories  of  expenditure 
accounted  for  over  97%  of  all  educational  expenditures  in 
1995-1996.  The  balance  of  expenditures  are  primarily  for 
Early  Childhood  Education  (2%). 
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Board  Governance 
and  System 
Administration 
Expenditures 


The  mandate  for  the  Review  contains  specific  direction  to 
consider  the  board  governance  and  system  administration 
expenditures  of  the  Calgary  Board  of  Education.  These 
expenditures  are  considered  in  this  section  of  the  report. 


Board  and  system  administration  expenditures  for  the 
Calgary  Board  of  Education  for  the  year  ended  August  31, 
1997  included  the  following: 

Board  Governance  $491,168 

System  Administration  $19,423,231 

"Board  governance  and  system  administration"  expenditures 
include  payments  to  board  members,  payments  related  to  the 
office  of  the  superintendent  and  the  office  of  the  secretary 
treasurer  (including  liability  insurance  for  the  jurisdiction); 
and  payments  related  to  general  management  services  (such 
as  human  resource,  central  purchasing,  facilities  planning 
and  development). 


Board  governance  and  system  administration  expenditures 
for  the  Calgary  Board  of  Education  for  1996-1997  comprised 
the  following: 


Chart  2(a) 


Expenses 

Board  Governance 

System  Administration 

Salaries,  wages  and  benefits 

$181,428 

$12,516,896 

Service,  contracts  & supplies 

$274,644 

$6,304,239 

Travel  and  subsistence 

$35,096 

$144,932 

Cost  recoveries  and  transfers 

$0 

$0 

Amortization  of  capital  assets 

$0 

$414,907 

Interest  on  capital  debt 

$0 

$22,920 

Other  interest  and  bank  charges 

$0 

$19,337 

TOTAL 

$491,168 

$19,423,231 
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In  1996-1997  the  above  system  administration  expenditures 
in  Chart  2(a)  included  significant  amounts  for  the 
development  and  installation  of  a new  human  resource 
information  system  (HRIS)  a new  pavroll  system  and  certain 
Oracle  systems  for  use  throughout  the  system.  The  board 
transferred  approximately  $2.4  million  from  restricted 
operating  reserves  for  system  administration  to  fund  part  of 
these  non-recurring  expenditures.  In  the  absence  of  the 
transfer,  board  governance  and  system  administration 
expenditures  would  have  been  approximately  3.37r  of  total 
expenditures.  Other  significant  items  included  in  the 
$6,304,239  for  services  contracts  and  supplies  are  utilities 
($790,124),  Cancopy  ($199,676),  maintenance  and  repairs 
($602,352)  professional  legal,  audit  and  technical  fees 
($1,466,500);  and  other  supplies  ($2,224,189). 

Funds  for  board  governance  and  system  administration  are 
capped  at  a maximum  percentage  of  the  total  of  instruction 
block,  plant  operations  and  maintenance  and  student 
transportation  funding.  For  the  Calgary  School  Board  the 
maximum  percentage  allowed  in  1996-1997  for  such 
expenditures  was  4%. 

The  total  1996-1997  Board  Governance  and  System 
Administration  expenditures  of  the  Calgary  Board  of 
Education,  after  considering  allowed  transfers,  does  not 
exceed  the  4%  maximum  expense  limit.  The  annual 
audited  financial  statements  of  the  Calgary  Board  of 
Education  for  the  year  ended  1996-1997  show  that  these 
expenditures  are  in  total  $1,585,479  (or  8.0%)  below  the  4% 
expense  limit. 
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System  Instruction 
Support 

Expenditures 
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Expenditures  on  instructional  support  services  provided  by 
central  administrations  such  as  curriculum  development, 
teacher  inservice,  psychological  and  achievement  testing, 
guidance  and  counseling,  and  media  and  library  services  are 
restricted  by  Alberta  Education  to: 

• 1.2  percent  of  the  total  of  Instruction  Block,  Plant 
Operations  and  Maintenance,  and  Student  Transportation 
funding  in  1996-97;  and 

• 0.8  percent  of  the  total  of  Instruction  Block,  Plant 
Operations  and  Maintenance,  and  Student  Transportation 
funding  in  1997-98. 

Expenditures  in  this  category  are  at  the  discretion  of  the 
board  rather  than  at  the  discretion  of  school  based 
administration. 


System  instruction  support  expenditures  have  been  queried 
particularly  following  the  introduction  of  the  Collaborative 
Learning  Communities  and  in  a special  review  by  the 
Instruction  Block  Transfer  Advisory  Committee  of  the 
Alberta  School  Boards  Association.  The  determination  as  to 
whether  or  not  the  above  expenditure  limit  has  been 
exceeded  depends  primarily  on  an  assessment  of  the  cost 
components  of  the  CLC's  and  on  an  assessment  concerning 
whether  or  not  CLC  costs  are  incurred  in  part,  or  in  total,  at 
the  discretion  of  school  based  administration.  CLC 
expenditures  are  considered  in  further  detail  in  the  next 
section. 
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Collaborative 

Learning 

Communities 


Percentage  of  Total  Expenditures 


The  Collaborative  Learning  Communities  (“CLC's")  are  new 
to  the  Calgary  Board  of  Education  in  1997.  CLC's  account  for 
approximately  1.06%  of  total  expenditures.  The  former 
organizational  structure  was  discontinued  early  in  1997.  The 
detailed  correspondence  surrounding  the  establishment  of 
the  Collaborative  Learning  Communities  demonstrates,  in 
our  view,  the  active  organized  involvement  of  the  principals 
and  many  teachers  throughout  the  board.  While  we  have  not 
seen  any  evidence  of  a formal  vote  by  principals  to  establish 
and  fund  CLC's  we  have  seen  evidence,  in  the  "Calgarv 
Board  of  Education  Redesign  of  System's  Operations" 
publication  of  a collaborative  decision  making  process 
concerning  the  services  to  be  provided  to  schools  through 
CLC's.  An  estimate  of  the  total  CLC  Budget  is  set  forth 
below.  The  budget  is  for  1997-1998,  as  the  CLC's  were  not 
established  when  the  1996-1997  budgets  were  developed. 

We  reviewed  the  1997-1998  budget  for  the  board  in  detail 
and  compiled  the  assignment  of  teaching  and  school  based 
support  positions  by  school  and  CLC.  We  noted  in  this 
review  that  CLC's  were  not  budgeted  for  separately,  rather 
they  were  budgeted  for  within  the  service  units  that  are  to 
provide  the  related  resources  to  the  CLC's.  CLC's  constitute 
an  operational  entity  rather  than  an  accounting  cost  centre. 
CLC  budgets  were  not  summarized  separately  in  the 
budget  process;  therefore  the  1997-1998  operating  budget  for 
the  CLC's  set  forth  below  was  compiled  by  Calgarv  Board  of 
Education  management  from  individual  budget  information 
for  various  cost  centres. 
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CALGARY  BOARD  OF  EDUCATION 
COLLABORATIVE  LEARNING  COMMUNITIES 
1997-1998  OPERATING  BUDGET 


Service  Units/Full  Time 
Equivalent  Staff 


Costs 


Estimated 


Payroll  and  Benefits 


Chief  Superintendent 

8.0  directors 

774,088 

387,044 

8.0  Secretaries 

64,000 

318,374 

SSPS 

8.0  Ombudspersons 

466,303 

466,303 

9.0  Student  Services 

576,215 

576,215 

8.0  Learning  Strategies 

111,000 

551 ,642 

551,642 

8.0  curriculum 

551 ,642 

551,642 

Finance  & Business  Services 
4.0  Specialists 
Employee  Services 

20,000 

257,138 

257,138 

8.0  Specialists 

27,000 

547,127 

547,127 

Environmenta  Services 
8.0  Specialists 

Communications  & Learning  Technologies 

44,000 

500,117 

8.0  Tech  in  Learning 

56,000 

511,217 

511,217 

4.0  Communications 

40,000 

193,683 

193,683 

81.0  FTE"S 

362.000 

5.247.546 

3.044.063 

997.948 

Source:  Calgary  Board  of  Education 

Allocation  of  Payroll  and  Benefits  to  Programs 
System  Plant 
System  Instruction  Operations  & 
Instruction  Administration  Support  Maintenance 


387,044 

318,374 


500,117 


Positions  within 
CLC's 


Numerous  specific  tasks  are  performed  within  CLC's.  The 
board  of  education  has  published  a brochure  that  describes 
the  various  positions  within  the  CLC  structure  and  the  tasks 
associated  with  them.  The  activities  performed  by  CLC 
personnel  have  been  the  subject  of  some  interest. 
Accordingly,  the  descriptions  of  the  functions,  as  described 
in  the  brochure,  have  been  repeated  here  and  are  as  follows: 


Student  Ombudsperson:  Student  ombudspeople  advocate 
on  behalf  of  learners  in  collaboration  with  parents  and  school 
personnel.  These  specialists  provide  consultation,  mediation, 
conflict  resolution  and  communication  services  to  learners, 
parents  and  schools.  They  liaise  and  network  within  the 
school  system  and  with  community  agencies  with  a focus  to 
assist  families  and  schools  to  meet  the  needs  of  all  learners. 

Student  Services  Specialist:  The  student  services 
specialists  offer  consultative  support  to  schools  and  parents 
for  learners  who  have  special  needs.  The  specialists  assist 
school  staff  in  meeting  the  behavior  needs  of  students 
through  consultation,  program  modification,  referrals  to 
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alternative  programs  and  liaison  with  community  resources. 

Learning  Strategies  Specialist:  The  learning  strategy 
specialists  consult  with  and  suppt>rt  schot)l  personnel  in 
meeting  the  needs  of  exceptional  learners  through  resource 
group  planning,  the  modification  of  curriculum,  the 
implementation  of  alternative  teaching  strategies  and 
offering  related  staff  development  opportunities.  When 
appropriate,  specialist  will  access  alternative  learning 
environments  and  connect  schools  to  a spectrum  of 
community  resources. 

Curriculum  Specialist:  Curriculum  specialists  work 
collaboratively  with  colleagues  in  schools  to  provide  support 
for  enhancing  the  learning  environment.  They  serve  as  a 
resource  to  staff  as  they  plan,  instruct  and  assess  in 
accordance  with  the  Program  of  Studies.  Specialists  provide 
leadership  and  support  for  teacher  development  in 
curriculum  change,  teaching  practices  and  emerging  trends 
and  issues  through  inservices,  teach  networks,  study  groups 
and  school-based  staff  development.  Assistance  in  working 
with  parent  and  community  groups  is  also  part  of  their  role. 

Finance  Specialist:  The  finance  and  business  services 
specialists  provide  a wide  range  of  financial  and  business- 
related  advice  to  school-based  staff.  The  specialist  provides 
an  important  link  between  the  financial  operations  of  schools 
with  the  centralized  business  processes,  policies  and  systems. 
The  specialists  are  available  to  consult  with  and  support 
schools  in  their  financial  planning,  budgeting,  funds 
management,  financial  recording,  reporting  and 
accountability,  including  audits,  and  general  business  and 
contractual  needs.  They  liaise  and  network  with  all 
components  of  finance  and  business  functions  acting  as  a 
resource  to  assist  schools  in  managing  their  decentralized 
positions. 

Employee  Services  Specialist:  The  employee  services 
specialists  provide  generalized  human  resource  service  for  all 
employees.  The  specialists  consult  with  and  support  CBE 
employees  as  the  first  point  of  contact  for  questions  on 
payroll,  benefits,  leaves  and  collective  agreement  issues.  In 
collaboration  with  union  and  association  representatives,  the 
specialists  facilitate  the  delivery  of  training  programs  and 
ensure  fair  and  equitable  treatment  of  all  employees. 
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Environmental  Services  Specialist:  The  environmental 
services  specialists  ensure  that  all  aspects  of  the  physical 
facility  are  maintained  to  provide  safe,  clean,  effective 
teaching  and  learning  environments.  The  specialist  is  an 
ambassador  representing  all  facets  of  the  environmental 
services  unit  to  translate  school  facility  needs  into  timely, 
realistic  solutions  for  the  learning  community. 

Technology  In  Learning  Specialist:  The  technology  in 
learning  specialists'  primary  role  is  to  foster  quality  learning 
through  the  implementation  and  use  of  technology  in 
learning  and  teaching.  This  is  a collaborative  teaching  role 
that  encourages  the  effective  use  of  technology  and  software 
within  the  learning  environment.  The  role  of  the  specialist  is 
to  provide  leadership,  support  and  services  to  improve 
learning  in  our  public  schools. 

The  responsibility  includes  assistance  with:  School 
improvement  plans;  professional  development  activities  and 
professional  networks  for  administrators  and  teachers; 
sharing  technology  information;  collaboration  and 
coordination  of  technology  in  learning  initiatives  to  achieve 
CBE  goals  and  objectives. 

Communications  Specialist:  The  communications 
specialists  facilitate  communication  with  the  CLC  and  share 
information  about  the  work  of  schools  with  the  broader 
community.  They  develop  communications  plans  for  the 
CLC,  evaluating  and  advising  on  school  newsletters, 
advising  on  media  relations,  planning  workshops  to  assist 
schools  with  communications,  advising  on  school 
improvement  plans  and  annual  reports,  and  working  with 
school  councils  and  key  communicators.  The  specialists 
write  news  releases  about  school  happenings  and  continually 
research  and  communicate  good  news  stories.  The 
specialists  provide  central  office  support  to  the  manager  of 
communications  and  are  part  of  the  editorial  team  for  CBE 
News,  Parent  Pullout  and  the  Calgary  Herald  Page. 
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Allocation  of  CLC 
Costs 


Alberta  Education's  definitions  of  programs  and  sub- 
programs indicate  that  the  full  cost  of  the  directors  should  be 
included  under  system  administration.  The  board 
governance/system  administratittn /system  instructittn 
support  program  according  to  these  definitions  "consists  t)f 
those  activities  which  have  as  their  purpose  the  general 
regulation  and  direction  of  the  affairs  of  the  school 
jurisdiction  that  are  system  wide".  Further  the  system 
administration  sub-program  definition  states,  in  part,  "This 
sub-program  includes  the  costs  of  acti\’ities  related  to  overall 
jurisdiction  educational  leadership,  super\’ision  and 
management.  This  would  include  the  acti\’ities  performed 
by  the  superintendent  of  schools  and  such  assistants  as 
deputy,  associate  and  assistant  superintendents,  to  whom 
principals  are  accountable,  and  their  related  support  staff." 

In  our  review  we  concluded  that  it  is  arguable  that  certain 
proposed  CLC  level  expenditures  (included  in  its  1997-1998 
Budget  and  classified  as  instructional  expenditures)  should 
be  classified  as  system  instruction  support  expenditures. 

In  our  view  it  is  arguable  that  CLC  directors  should  be 
charged  to  system  administration.  Had  the  directors  been 
charged  to  system  administration  in  1996-1997,  however, 
the  administrative  expenditure  limit  would  not  have  been 
exceeded. 

The  proper  allocation,  in  the  final  analysis,  is  based  on  the 
reporting  relationship  and  the  nature  of  the  duties  actually 
conducted. 


The  Directors  do  not,  according  to  Calgarv  School  Board 
representatives,  conduct  duties  assigned  in  legislation  to 
superintendents,  are  located  in  schools,  and  spend  a 
considerable  proportion  of  their  time  on  school  based 
matters.  Conversely  certain  school  based  administrators 
participate  in  district  leadership  teams,  do  not  teach  classes, 
and  report  to  the  chief  superintendent  and  to  the  CLC 
directors.  School  based  administrators  need  certain  services 
and  ask  that  they  be  supplied.  If  site  based  administrators 
agree,  the  costs  of  such  services  are  appropriately  classified 
as  instructional. 

Certain  of  the  CLC  level  budgeted  expenditures 
summarized  above  have  been  classified  by  the  Calgary 
School  Board  as  instruction  program  costs.  It  is  arguable 
that  these  costs,  particularly  those  related  to  the 
ombudsperson  function,  should  be  classified  as  system 
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instruction  support  expenditures.  We  believe,  however, 
that  in  substance  they  are  primarily  instruction  related 
costs  and  are  reasonably  classified.  The  classification 
decision  for  Alberta  Education  reporting  purposes, 
however,  rests  on  the  definition  of  the  term  "discretionary" 
and  a determination  as  to  whether  or  not  the  costs  are 
incurred  at  the  discretion  of  school  based  administration. 

The  definition  of  the  instruction  program  states  in  part:  "This 
program  consists  of  those  activities  dealing  directly  with  or 
aiding  in  the  teaching  of  students  or  improving  the  quality  of 
teaching."  Should  these  costs,  again  arguably,  be  classified 
as  Instruction  they  would,  in  our  view,  form  part  of  the 
School  Administration  and  Instruction  Support  sub-program. 
To  qualify  (under  the  definition)  for  this  sub-program  these 
expenditures  would  have  to  be  "costs  incurred  on  staff  and 
activities  that  take  place  in  the  school  but  not  providing 
direct  instruction  to  the  student  in  the  classroom"  and  in 
addition  be  costs  such  as  "support  services  provided  from 
outside  the  school  at  the  school's  discretion  and  supported 
by  the  school's  budget". 

We  believe  that  a strict  interpretation  of  the  definition  of 
"discretionary"  would  be  hard  to  meet  in  most  cases  given 
current  operating  procedures.  The  use  of  the  term 
"discretion"  introduces,  in  our  view,  both  flexibility  and 
rigidity  in  the  overall  management  of  boards  and  likely  is  the 
source  of  some  frustration. 

We  have  not  been  able  to  locate  any  guidance  on  the 
meaning,  particularly  in  an  operational  sense,  of  the  word 
"discretion."  Should  more  definition  be  needed  it  is, 
additionally,  not  clear  as  to  who  should  provide  the 
direction.  It  would  seem  natural  to  have  such  guidance  come 
from  the  province,  however,  the  policy  of  Alberta  Education 
concerning  site  based  decision  marking  requires  that  the 
School  Board  prepare  the  policy  statements. 
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There  appears  to  be  a conflict  between  two  policies  of 
Alberta  Education  one  requiring  "discretion"  on  the  part  of 
school  based  administration  and  the  second  requiring 
"collaborative  decision  making"  at  the  District  level. 

We  believe  that  such  guidance  would  be  desirable  and  that 
it  should  be  initiated  by  Alberta  Education.  For  example, 
are  actual  costing/charge  systems  required  before 
instructional  costs  can  be  shared?  What  evidence  of  the 
exercise  of  discretion  is  contemplated?  On  the  other  hand 
the  flexibility  currently  available,  and  most  likely  exercised  in 
the  system,  may  be  required  for  effective  operations.  It  is 
clear  to  us  that  some  school  jurisdictions,  and  possibly 
Alberta  Education,  consider  the  "discretionar)  " standard  as 
having  been  met  in  varying  ways.  This  has  significant 
consequences  in  terms  of  consistent  reporting  to  Alberta 
Education  on  the  achievement  or  otherwise  of  the  spending 
ceilings  set  out  by  Alberta  Education. 


Instruction  Block 
Expenditures 


Basic  Instruction  funds  are  provided  for: 

• each  eligible  student  in  grades  one  to  nine,  counted  on 
September  30;  and 

• each  full-time  equivalent  high  school  student  based  on  35 
credit  enrolment  units  per  eligible  student  for  courses 
completed  and  reported  to  Alberta  Education  (less  than 
35  credits  are  counted  as  partial  credits  and  in  addition 
more  than  35  credits  are  counted.  The  preliminary 
average  reported  by  Alberta  Education  for  the  Calgary 
Board  of  Education  for  1996-1997  is  35.2  credits). 

Students  eligible  for  funding  are  defined  in  Alberta 
Education's  1995-96  funding  manual  for  school  authorities. 

The  Alberta  Education  Funding  Manual  states  in  part  that 
the  instruction  program  "consists  of  those  activities  dealing 
directly  with  or  aiding  in  the  teaching  of  students  or 
improving  the  quality  of  teaching.  The  costs  of  principals, 
teachers,  instructional  support  staff,  learning  resources  and 
supplies,  equipment  and  furnishings  will  be  allocated  to  the 
program  on  the  basis  of  the  direct  benefit  or  service 
contributed". 

Instruction  block  expenditures  reported  in  the  audited 
financial  statements  for  the  Calgary  Board  of  Education  for 
1996-1997  comprise: 


Certificated  salaries 
Uncertificated  salaries  and  wages 
Benefits 
Sub-total 

Services  , contracts  and  supplies 
School  generated  activities 
Capital  and  debt  services 
Amortization  of  capital  assets 
Interest  on  capital  debt 
Other  interest  and  bank  charges 
TOTAL 


$274,993,644 

$31,308,052 

$28,636,343 

$334,938,039 

$26,554,825 

$28,444,909 

$117,544 

$8,435 

$258,766 

$390,322,518 


We  concluded  that  it  would  be  valuable  to  identify  the 
primary  cost  drivers  that  could  create  "differences"  between 
the  Calgary  Public  School  Board's  cost  structure  and  the  cost 
structures  of  other  boards  in  the  province. 

Payroll  related  costs  are  a significant  component  of  all  of  the 
instructional  expenditures  made  by  the  Calgary  Board  of 
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Education  and  comprise  87%  of  the  instruction  block 
expenditures  in  the  1997-1998  budget  (86%  in  1996-1997). 
Services,  contracts  and  supplies  account  for  a further  6%  of 
the  1997-1998  instruction  block  budget  and  include  the 
follow^ing  more  significant  items:  textbooks  and  supplies 
($17,497,707),  professional  and  technical  fees  ($4,061,546), 
transfers  to  academies  ($2,046,326),telephone  and  utilities 
($852,418),  and  maintenance  and  repairs  ($515,045). 
Expenditures  of  school  generated  funds  comprise  the 
remaining  7%  of  the  1997-1998  instruction  budget. 

The  budget  process  followed  by  the  Calgary  Board  of 
Education  allocates,  in  the  first  instance,  approximately  94% 
of  the  instruction  budget  directly  to  schools.  The  majority  of 
the  remaining  6%  is  budgeted  as  a component  of  the  CLC 
structure,  as  described  above,  and  as  a portion  of  the  budget 
for  School,  Student  and  Parent  Services.  School,  Student  and 
Parent  Services  provides,  amongst  other  services, 
comprehensive  and  integrated  system  support  services  to 
students  and  schools  and  offers  a range  of  expertise  in 
learning/behavior  and  coordinates  the  delivery  of 
communication  (speech),  occupational  and  physiotherapy 
services. 


In  the  analysis  that  follows  we  consider  payroll-related  costs 
for  certified  teachers.  These  cost , most  of  which  are 
uncontrollable  by  the  board  in  the  medium  term,  are 
addressed  below  under  the  following  headings: 

• Compensation  Levels  (For  Similar  Experience  and 
(Salifications) 

• Experience  and  (Sali^^ication  Levels 

• Overall  Average  Compensation  Cost 

• Employee  Turnover  Rate 

• Personnel  Deployment 

• Class  Size 
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Compensation  levels 


Chart  3 below  reflects  the  average  salaries  paid  in  the  1996- 
1997  year  for  some  of  the  larger  boards  in  the  province 
(before  considering  administrative  allowances  for  school 
based  administrators).  This  chart  shows  that  the  salaries 
paid  for  the  same  levels  of  experience  and  education  at  the 
Calgary  Board  of  Education  were  lower  than  the 
comparative  levels  at  three  other  major  boards  in  the 
province.  On  a province  wide  basis,  however,  the  Calgary 
Board  of  Education  employs  a group  of  teachers  with 
proportionately  higher  levels  of  education.  Accordingly, 
the  compensation  costs  for  the  Calgary  Board  expressed  as  a 
percentage  of  total  expenditures  are  higher  than  the  average 
for  the  province  as  a whole.  (See  Appendix  3 for  a graph  of 
compensation  levels  for  all  school  districts  in  Alberta). 


CHART  3A 

1996-1997  SALARY  GRIDS 
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YEARS  OF  POST  GRADE  XII  EDUCATION 
Source:  Basic  Salary  Schedules  From  Respective  Agreements 


The  salary  grid  levels  are,  in  our  view,  controlled  only 
marginally  by  the  Board  as  they  are  more  a function  of  the 
economics  of  the  local  marketplace.  In  our  view  the 
educational  experience  level  and  teaching  experience  level 
(step  level)  are  relatively  fixed  in  the  short  term  as  these  are 
determined  based  on  a number  of  factors  that  are  in  the 
medium  term  outside  of  the  control  of  the  Board.  These 
factors  include,  for  example,  the  rate  of  growth  in  enrolment, 
the  age  of  the  teachers  in  the  system,  and  the  attraction  of 
Calgary  as  a University  centre  and  place  to  work  and  to 
obtain  more  advanced  levels  of  education. 
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Experience  and 
Qualifications 


Chart  3A  below  shows  the  relative  level  of  educational 
qualifications,  in  terms  of  the  percentage  of  teachers  with  5 
and  6 years  of  post  secondary  education  for  several  major 
boards.  (Please  see  Appendix  4 for  this  informatitm  on  a 
province-wide  basis).  The  table  indicates  that  the  Calgary 
Board  of  Education  employs  at  this  time,  as  a percentage  of 
its  teacher  workforce,  a more  highly  educated  teacher 
workforce. 
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Chart  3A 

DISTRIBUTION  OF  TEACHERS  IN  1996-1997 
COMPENSATION  GRID 
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Years  of  Post  Grade  XII  Education 
Source:  Alberta  School  Board's  Association 


The  higher  level  of  experience  and  qualifications  results  in 
higher  total  compensation  costs  to  the  Calgary  Board  of 
Education.  Arguably  more  experience  contributes  value  in 
the  school  system.  As  noted  above  the  salary  grid  (level) 
itself  does  not  contribute  to  this  result,  as  the  price  paid  for 
similar  experience  and  qualifications  is  not  significantly 
different. 


The  average  years  of  teaching  experience  is  reflected  on  page 
27  in  Chart  3B.  Chart  3B  indicates  that  on  average  teachers  in 
the  four  largest  districts  in  the  province  are  in  many  cases  at 
the  maximum  step  in  tlTe  salary  grid  (with  six  years  of  post 
secondary  education  and  11  or  more  years  of  experience). 
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CHART  3B 

TEACHERS:  AVERAGE  YEARS  OF  EXPERIENCE 
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Source:  Alberta  Blucation  Jurisdiction  Profile 
Reports 
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Overall  average 
compensation  costs 


In  the  final  analysis  the  Calgary  Board  of  Education: 

• Has  negotiated  a salary  grid  that  is  comparable  with 
other  urban  school  boards 

• Employs  the  highest  percentage  of  teachers  with  5 and  b 
years  of  post  Grade  XI 1 educaticm;  and 

• Employs  a teacher  population  with  an  a\’erage  of  14.8 
years  of  experience  (and  as  a result  has  almost  70%  of  its 
teachers  in  the  highest  step,  for  their  respecti\'e 
educational  level,  in  the  salary  grid) 

Compensation  costs  to  the  Calgary  Board  of  Education 
average  $2783  more  than  the  provincial  average  per  teacher 
(and  in  the  Calgary  market  is  $3064  more  on  average  per 
certified  teacher  than  the  Calgary  Roman  Catholic/Separate 
School  Board).  In  percentage  terms  this  amounts  to  5.35%  of 
compensation  costs  as  noted  in  Chart  4 below. 

The  effect  of  higher  compensation  costs  to  the  Calgary 
Board  of  Education  is  significant.  This  cost  approximates 
$14.6  million  per  annum  (or  $160  per  student  --  4.3%  of  the 
base  instructional  grant  per  student). 
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The  differences  from  the  overall  provincial  average 
compensation,  for  the  ten  largest  districts,  is  presented  below 
in  Chart  4A  and  is  as  follows: 


Chart  4 A 

1996-1997  AVERAGE  TEACHER  COMPENSATION  RELATIVE  TO  PROVINCIAL 
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Chart  4A  indicates  that  for  the  most  part  the  larger  districts 
in  the  province  have  compensation  costs,  as  noted  above  on  a 
per  teacher  basis,  that  exceed  the  provincial  average.  The 
smaller  districts  must  therefore  have  compensation  costs  that 
are  lower  than  average.  Please  see  Appendix  3 for  similar 
information  on  a province  wide  basis. 

We  requested  information  concerning  the  overall  rate  of 
Employee  Turnover  employee  turnover  if  such  information  was  readily  available. 

Turnover  provides  management  flexibility  in  that  more 
decisions  regarding  the  level  of  staff  required,  and  the 
commensurate  compensation  level,  can  be  made  more 
frequently  and  the  overall  average  salary  managed  more 
effectively.  While  we  did  not  obtain  information  regarding 
teacher  turnover  from  the  board  we  have  been  advised  that 
the  turnover  level  is  quite  low  at  the  Calgary  Board  of 
Education  and  is,  where  turnover  occurs,  in  many  instances, 
precipitated  by  the  board's  offering  early  retirement 
incentive  programs.  Accordingly,  in  the  absence  of 
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successful  early  retirement  programs,  the  board  must  live 
with  the  reality  that  it  can  do  very  little  to  manage  overall 
compensation  levels.  The  Calgary  Board  of  Education  has 
recently  announced  an  early  retirement  program  and  expects 
up  to  450  senior  le\'el  teachers  over  the  age  of  50  to  take  early 
retirement  within  the  next  two  years. 
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Personnel  Deployment 


We  have  analyzed  the  deployment  of  two  of  the  larger 
boards.  This  analysis  was  complicated  by  virtue  of  the  fact 
that  the  two  boards  selected,  the  Calgary  Board  of  Education 
and  the  Edmonton  Public  School  Board,  operate  with 
different  organizational  and  accounting  structures.  For  this 
reason  we  did  not  extend  our  analyses  to  include  additional 
boards.  Our  intent  was  to  isolate  similar  functions  into  the 
funding  block  categories  defined  by  Alberta  Education. 

Chart  5 below  indicates  that  on  an  overall  basis  personnel  are 
deployed  in  a similar  manner.  While  this  is  the  result  we 
expected,  this  information  was  derived  through  a detailed 
independent  analyses  of  the  budgeted  positions  for  1997- 
1998  in  the  two  boards.  We  used  1997-1998  information  as 
this  information  was  more  current  and  as  the  Calgary  Board 
of  Education  restructured  its  organization  in  1996-1997  after 
the  previous  budget  was  developed. 


CHART  5 

BUDGETED  STAFF  DEPLOYMENT  1997-1998 
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The  actual  number  of  Calgary  Board  of  Education  1997-1998 
budgeted  full  time  equivalent  staff  reflected  in  the  above 


table  is  as  follows: 

Certificated  Staff  5118 

Site  Based  Support  Services  1037 

School  Administration  341 

System  Support  1266 

Total  7762 


In  our  analysis  of  the  Calgary  School  Board  staff  positions  we 
recompiled  the  actual  teacher  distribution  to  schools  and  ECS 
to  arrive  at  the  number  of  certificated  staff  noted  above.  Site 
based  support  services  comprise  those  administrative  and 
other  support  positions  allocated  to  schools  on  a formula 
basis  (and  included  in  Table  5A  on  Page  33)  together  with  a 
number  of  teaching  assistants  assigned  to  schools  to  address 
the  needs  for  diversity.  The  teaching  assistant  positions  are 
budgeted  for  separately  within  the  instructional  block  and 
are  allocated  to  individual  schools  based  on  for  example  the 
number  of  mild  and  moderately  disabled  students  in  a 
particular  school.  We  reviewed  the  allocation  printouts  for 
the  elementary,  junior  and  senior  levels  noting  the  factors 
behind  the  allocation  method.  We  found  the  factors 
reasonable. 

School  administration  comprises  the  Pit's  included  in  the 
Budget  for  Principals,  Assistant  Principals  and  Vice 
Principals.  This  information  was  obtained  from  an  analysis 
prepared  by  the  Calgary  Board  of  Education. 

Personnel  in  the  support  block  comprise  primarily  those 
included  in  the  Chief  Superintendents  Office,  Finance,  School 
Student  and  Parent  Services,  Environmental  Services  and 
Communications  and  Learning  Services. 
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Class  Sizes 


Site  based  administrative  persormel  include  those  assigned  to 
diversity  and  other  administrative  personnel. 

Administrative  personnel  are  summarized  in  the  Chart  5A 
below. 

CHART  5A 

1997-1998  BUDGETTED 
SCHOOL  BASED  ADMINISTRATIVE  STAFF 

□ Sec/Clerk 

■ Lib  Assistant 

□ Reg  Aides 

□ Bus  Aides 

■ Reg  LRS 

□ Spec  LRS 

■ Sci  Asst 

□ Instr  Cafe 

■ Beauty  Tech 

■ Other 


CATEGORY 


The  Review  Group  requested  information  concerning  class 
size.  This  request  was  referred  to  senior  representatives  of 
the  Calgary  Board  of  Education.  We  were  advised  that  the 
Board  had  not  collected  class  size  information  in  a systematic 
or  routine  manner  and  that  the  information  available  at  the 
time  comprised  an  "Elementary  Class  Size  Study"  prepared 
in  1996.  We  were  also  advised  that  the  board  is  studying 
class  sizes  and  that  they  expect  to  have  better  information  on 
class  sizes  shortly. 


Calgary  Public  Teachers  Local  #38  of  the  Alberta  Teachers' 
Association  made  available  class  size  information  that  they 
had  obtained  through  a survey  they  conducted  concerning 
working  conditions  on  a particular  day,  November  7, 1996. 
Class  size  information  from  the  survey  is  presented  in  Charts 
6 and  6 A that  follow. 
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CHART  6 

Calgary  Board  of  Education 
Median  Class  Size 
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CHART  6A 

CALCARY  BOARD  OF  EDUCATION  PERCENT  OF 
CLASSES  WITH  ENROLLMENT  OFOVER  30 
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These  results  are  consistent  with  the  other  information  on 
class  size  by  level  that  we  are  aware  of  as  a result  of  our 
work. 

Class  sizes  vary  and  are  in  excess  of  the  student  teacher  ratio 
included  in  the  collective  agreement.  Deployment  of 
teaching  staff  allocated  to  an  individual  school  is  an 
individual  school  decision  that  is  made  collaboratively 
between  the  school-based  administration  and  the  teaching 
staff  taking  local  factors  into  consideration.  Such  factors 
include  for  example:  the  number  of  available  classrooms,  the 
total  number  of  pupils  in  each  grade,  the  number  of  special 
needs  students,  the  propensity  to  use  teaching  assistants,  the 
acceptability  of  having  split  grade  classrooms,  and  the  range 
of  subjects  made  available. 

We  noted  that  the  Edmonton  Board  of  Education 
administration  requires  that  approval  be  obtained  for  all 
class  sizes  over  30  pupils.  The  Calgary  Board  of  Education, 
we  were  told,  utilizes  a class  size  of  30  as  a guideline  which 
class  sizes  should  not  exceed.  The  Calgary  Board  of 
Education  does  not  have  a policy  of  requiring  approval  for 
class  sizes  beyond  a particular  size. 

The  Elementary  Class  Size  Study  completed  by  the  Calgary 
Board  of  Education  does  not  reflect  any  particular  skew  in 
terms  of  distribution  as  can  be  seen  from  Chart  6B  that 
follows.  In  our  analysis  we  noted  that  the  class  size  results 
for  the  Elementary  Panel  in  the  Edmonton  Board  of 
Education  is  much  more  dispersed  with  both  a higher 
incidence  of  both  smaller  and  larger  class  sizes. 


CHART  6B 

CALGARY  BOARD  OF  EDUCATION 
1996  LOW  AND  HIGH  ELEMENTARY  CLASS  SIZES 


CLASS  SIZE 

Source;  Calgary  Board  of  Education  - Bementary  Oass  Size  Study 
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Students  With  Severe 
Disabilities 


Students  with  severe  disabilities,  as  opposed  to  what  are 
determined  to  be  mild  or  moderate  disabilities,  receive 
additional  funding  from  the  province  of  Alberta.  The 
Calgary  Board  of  Hducation  has  1.3%  of  its  students  (versus 
a provincial  average  of  1.2% ) receive  additional  funding  as 
they  have  severe  learning  or  other  disabilities.  The  Calgary 
Board  of  Education  has  approximately  19%  of  all  of  the 
students  in  Alberta  and  approximately  20%  of  those 
students  in  Alberta  with  severe  disabilities.  The  relative 
incidence  of  special  needs  students  with  severe  learning 
disabilities  for  the  ten  largest  districts  in  the  province  are 
shown  in  Chart  7,  which  follows.  (Please  see  Appendix  5 for 
this  same  information  on  a province  wide  basis).  These  ten 
districts  account  for  approximately  60%  of  the  total  student 
enrollment  in  the  province. 


CHART  7 

INCIDENCE  OF  SEVERELY  DISABLED  STUDENTS 
LARGEST  TEN  SCHOOL  DISTRICTS 
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Chart  7 and  Appendix  5 indicate  that  separate  school  boards 
(and  Calgary  RCSSB  in  particular)  generally  serve 
proportionally  fewer  students  with  severe  learning  or  other 
disabilities. 
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These  special  needs  students  require  a high  level  of 
resources  due  to  their  severe  disabilities.  There  is  a 
growing  demand  for  such  services.  More  recently  their 
needs  have,  in  many  cases,  been  met  in  a regular  classroom 
environment. 

Decisions  in  the  Calgary  Board  of  Education  regarding  the 
level  of  teaching  resources  to  be  allocated  to  individual 
schools  are  determined  by  the  existence  of  special  needs 
students  within  particular  schools. 

In  the  case  of  the  Edmonton  Public  School  Board,  up  to  an 
established  percentage  of  the  overall  Budget  is  allocated  to 
severely  disabled  students.  We  were  told  that  the  Calgary 
Board  of  Education  does  not  have  such  a ceiling  on  funds 
and  that  not  less  than  $25  million  will  be  allocated  to  severely 
disabled  students  through  the  allocation  process.  The 
allocation  made  to  a particular  school  in  both  Boards  for 
each  such  student,  however,  substantially  exceeds  the  level 
of  additional  funding  provided  by  the  province. 

For  the  1997-1998  school  year  the  Edmonton  Board  of 
Education  allocated  from  $12045  to  $18544  to  schools  for  each 
special  needs  student  with  a severe  disability.  The  provincial 
grant  for  severely  disabled  students  was  $12596  in  1996-1997 
comprising  a base  grant  of  $3686  and  an  additional  grant  of 
$8910.  The  true  "cost"  to  a particular  board  of  responding 
adequately  to  students  with  severe  disabilities,  and  at  the 
same  time  to  the  provincial  policy  of  inclusion,  is  not 
possible  to  determine  precisely.  In  our  view  there  is 
presently,  on  average,  an  internal  cross  subsidy  for  each 
student  with  severe  disabilities.  The  cross  subsidy  could 
well  have  an  impact  on  the  extent  to  which  students  with 
such  disabilities  are  served  by  various  boards  within 
Alberta.  We  were  advised  that  the  real  "costs"  of  serving 
special  needs  students  increased  with  the  introduction  of  a 
provincial  policy  providing  for  inclusion  of  such  students 
in  regular  classes  as  the  preferred  educational  delivery 
alternative. 
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Support  block 


The  support  block  provides  for  the  costs  of  plant  operations 
and  maintenance,  board  governance,  system  administration, 
student  transportation,  and  the  equipment  and  facilities 
related  to  these  programs.  Board  governance  and  system 
administration  were  addressed  previt)usly  in  this  report. 
This  section  of  the  report  discusses  the  Calgary  Board  of 
Education's  plant  operations  and  maintenance  expenditures 
and  the  cost  of  the  related  facilities. 


Operating  and 
Maintenance  of 
Schools 


All  Other 
85% 


Percentage  of  all  Expenditures 


Operating  and  Maintenance  of  Schools  accounts  for  15.49J:  of 
the  expenditures  of  the  Calgary  Board  of  Education.  This 
level  of  expenditure  is  within  the  funding  pro\’ided  by 
Alberta  Education  for  such  expenditures. 

Expenditures  comprise  salaries  and  wages  and  related 
benefits  (36%),  amortization  of  capital  assets  and  interest  on 
capital  debt  (34%)  and  services,  contracts  and  supplies  (30%). 

Services,  contracts  and  supplies  comprise  the  following 
items:  expenditures  for  utilities  ($11,659,375),  maintenance 
and  repairs,  including  building  qualitv  restoration  program 
costs  ($6,634,152),  supplies  ($2,882,766),  professional  and 
technical  fees  ($2,252,634)  and  insurance  ($845,560). 

The  following  table  summarizes  the  schools,  including  the 
Calgary  Board  of  Education,  in  use  in  four  larger  districts  in 
the  province.  This  information  has  been  taken  from  the 
jurisdiction  profile  reports. 
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EDMON-I 

roN 

District  # 19 

Catholic 

District  # 7 

Catholic 

Average  Age  of  Factilities  (years) 

37 

29 

40 

36 

Number  of  Facilities 

219 

88 

206 

93 

Average  Occupancy  Rate  (%) 

78% 

80% 

69% 

69% 

Overall  Average  Students  Per  Facility 

426 

401 

353 

322 

Averaqe  Square  Metre  per  Student 

12.9 

10.59 

15.32 

13.62 

At  present  there  are  two  studies  of  this  area  underway,  one 
within  the  Calgary  Board  of  Education  and  an  MLA  Task 
Force.  Accordingly  our  work  in  this  area  was  more  limited 
in  scope.  The  results  of  our  work  follow. 

The  schools  in  the  Calgary  Board  of  Education  system  are, 
according  to  an  analysis  recently  undertaken  by  the 
Association  of  Higher  Education  Facilities  Officers  for  the 
Calgary  Board  of  Education,  "generally  acceptable" 

The  cost  of  maintaining  and  operating  older  buildings  is 
higher,  particularly  for  buildings  constructed,  with  an 
average  life  expectancy  of  30  years,  in  the  1950's  and  1960's 
to  meet  the  burgeoning  "baby  boom".  Information 
concerning  the  construction  and  renovation  history  of  four 
major  boards  in  Alberta  is  shown  in  Charts  8 and  8A.  Chart 
8A  shows  the  two  major  boards  in  Calgary  separately. 

Chart  8 on  Page  40  indicates  that  the  Calgary  and  Edmonton 
Public  School  Districts  constructed  many  of  their  schools  in 
advance  of  the  Calgary  Roman  Catholic  School  Board  and 
the  Edmonton  Roman  Catholic  School  Board  respectively. 
Chart  8A  also  on  Page  40  indicates  that  the  Calgary  Board  of 
Education  may  not  be,  particularly  in  the  last  10  years, 
constructing  new  schools  or  completing  major  renovations,  at 
least  in  proportionate  terms,  at  the  same  rate  as  its 
counterparts. 
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CHART  8 

SCHOOL  CONSTRUCTION  HISTORY 
FOUR  LARGER  BOARDS 
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YEARS  OF  CONSTRUCTION 

Source:  Derived  by  Arthur  Andersen  & Co.  from  Jurisdiction  Profile  Reports 
prepared  by  Alberta  Education 


Chart  8A  below,  which  isolates  the  Calgary  School  Board  and 
the  Calgary  Roman  Catholic  School  Board,  show's  that  the 
Calgary  Board  of  Education  operates  in  Calgary  with,  on 
average,  buildings  that  are  older. 


CHART  8A 

CALARY  LOCATED  BOARDS 
CONSTRUCTION  AND  RENOVATION  ACTIVITY 
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Chart  8 A above  also  indicates  that  since  at  least  1980  the 
percentage  of  facilities  that  are  either  new  or  renovated  is 
lower  in  the  case  of  the  Calgary  Board  of  Education.  For 
example  the  chart  indicates  that: 

• 47%  of  the  schools  in  the  Calgary  RCSSB  system  are 
either  new  since  1990  or  have  undergone  a major 
renovation  since  1990  versus  8.9%  for  the  Calgary  Board 
of  Education. 

• 28.9%  of  the  schools  in  the  Calgary  RCSSB  system  were 
constructed  or  had  a major  renovation  in  the  1980's 
versus  22.1%  for  the  Calgary  Board  of  Education. 
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School-based  decision 
making 


Alberta  Education  issued  Policy  1.H.2  concerning  school- 
based  decision  making  in  June  1995.  The  Alberta  Education 
policy  on  school-based  decision  making  states  in  the 
background  section  of  the  policy  document  "Alberta 
Education  believes  that  major  decision  about  policies, 
instructional  programs  and  ser\'ices  and  the  allocation  of 
funds  to  support  them  must  be  made  collaboratively. 
School-based  decision  making  should  involve  collaboration 
between  the  principal,  superintendent,  teachers,  instructional 
support  staff,  parents,  and  the  community  in  keeping  with 
the  policies  of  the  board  of  trustees.  School-based  decision 
making  enables  schools  to  be  responsi\’e  to  local  needs" 

Calgary  Board  of  Education  representatives  provided  us  with 
information  concerning  their  status  in  implementing 
provincial  school-based  decision  making  policies. 

As  noted  above  under  "governance  and  administration"  the 
Calgary  Board  of  Education  is  proceeding  with  the  school- 
based  decision  making. 

The  status  of  several  key  components  of  the  provincial 
policy,  as  reported  to  us  by  the  Chief  Superintendent  of  the 
Calgary  Board  of  Education  , is  as  follows: 


Policy  Component 

CBE  Status 

1.  Each  school  board  shall 
develop,  keep  current 
and  implement  written 
policy  and  procedures  for 
school-based  decision 
making  consistent  with 
provincial  policy  and 
procedures.  These  shall 
be  a matter  of  public 
record,  and  be  available 
upon  request; 

The  Board  has  approved  a 
policy  in  Januarv  1997.  The 
regulation  and  procedures 
are  being  developed  and  will 
be  completed  by  the  end  of 
March  1998.  A constituent 
committee  representing  all 
stakeholders  worked 
collaboratively  to  develop 
this  policy  for 
recommendation  to  the 
Board.  The  committee 
continues  its  collaborative 
work  to  develop  the 
recommended  regulations 
and  procedures  to  implement 
this  policy. 
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2.  Encourage  input  from  all 
staff,  parents  and  the 
community  into  school- 
based  decision  on 
programs,  instructional 
services,  extra-curricular 
activities  and  the 
allocation  of  funds  to 
support  them; 

Encouragement  has  been  and 
continues  to  be  provided 
actively  for  such  input. 
Evidence  as  such  is  seen  in 
the  schools'  Annual  Reports 
and  School  Councils'  Annual 
Reports.  Schools  have 
developed  their  school-based 
decision  making  policies 

3.  Include  goals,  objectives 
and  expected  outcomes 
for  school-based  decision 
making; 

Such  are  included  in  the 
schools'  decision-making 
policies 

4.  Ensure  through 

established  criteria  for 
funding  an  equitable 
allocation  of  funds  which 
respects  differences  in 
school  populations; 

The  Board  of  Trustees  has 
included  equity  as  a guiding 
principle  in  its  direction  to 
the  Chief  Superintendent  on 
the  preparation  of  the 
Operating  Budget  1997/98 
and  1998/99.  The  allocation 
of  teachers  is  done  in 
accordance  with  the 
Board /ATA  Collective 
Agreement's  requirements. 
Equity  is  addressed  through 
an  allocation  adjustment  for 
high  needs  schools  in  CLCs 
3,  5,  8 - representing  84 
schools,  in  1998/99  further 
equity  will  be  addressed 
through  the  allocation 
adjustment  of  schools' 
decentralized  budgets  to 
high  needs  schools.  Thus  the 
criteria  is  in  the  process  of 
being  developed  fully. 
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5. 


6. 


7. 


Define  the  roles, 
responsibilities  and 
relationships  with  a focus 
on  broad  distribution  of 
power  and  authority  for 
decision-making  among 
all  participants; 
principal,  teachers, 
instructional  support 
staff,  parents,  school 
councils,  the  community, 
central  office  and  the 
board  of  trustees; 


Provide  for  a plan  to 
evaluate  the  effectiveness 
of  the  school-based 
decision  making  process 
in  place  in  its  schools; 


Define  procedures  for 
widespread 
communication  and 
information. 


This  definition  is  inherent 
and  provided  clearly  in  the 
regulations  being  developed 
for  Board  Policy  on  Decision- 
Making. 


This  plan  is  being  developed. 
Components  now  in  place 
include  the  criteria  of  school- 
based  decision  making  in  the 
evaluation  of  school 
principals.  School-based 
decision  making  is  a 
requirement  in  the 
development  of  the  Annual 
School  Plans. 


Procedures  include: 


Internal  communication: 


• Regular  bulletins, 
meeting  summaries  to 
principals,  staff  in  general 

• Chief  superintendent's 
weekly  Monday  Morning 
Message 

• monthly  system 
newspaper,  "The 
CollaBorativE" 


• Board  of  Trustees 
meeting  summaries 
(weeklv) 
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• Periodic  Staff 
Development  bulletins 

• System  Working 
Relationships  Committee  - 
representing  all 
constituents  and  trustees 
(monthly) 

• System  Meeting  of 
Superintendents  and 
Presidents  and 
Representatives  of  Unions, 
Associations,  Trades 
(Associations  includes 
parents  - Calgary  Home  & 
School) 

• Weekly  meetings  of 
Superintendents 

• Regular  monthly  CLC 
Principals'  Council 
meetings;  agendas 
determined  and  meetings 
chaired  by  principals; 
minutes  circulated  to  all 
schools 

• Bi-weekly  District 
leadership  Council 
meetings 

• Bi-weekly  meetings  of 
Superintendents  and  CLC 
Directors 

• Tri-annual  meeting  of 
School  Council  Chairs, 
Trustees 


From  our  various  meetings, 
information  is  communicated 
through  hard  copy  and 
technological  tools. 
Information,  input,  feedback 
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from  the  system  is  sought 
and  pro\’ided  on  a regular, 
constant  and  interactive 
process. 


These  formal  and  informal 
procedures  continue  to  be  in 
definition  as  the  Calgary 
Board  of  Education  is  a 
dynamic  scht)ol  system. 
They  are  not  all-inclusive  or 
exhaustive. 


Considerable  outreach  is 
done  by  Chief 
Superintendent, 
Superintendents,  Directors 
and  CLC  Specialists  - 
provides  a communication 
vehicle.  Many  presentations 
are  to  and  with  Schools 
Councils,  community 
agencies,  business  industry 
and  City  Council. 


The  Calgary  Board  of 
Education  has  a very  active 
partnership  with  the  Calgarv 
Educational  Partnership 
Foundation.  In  this  umbrella 
partnership  are  close  to  100 
school-business  partnerships. 
Through  these  venues, 
considerable  information  is 
shared  about  CBE's  work. 


The  Decision-Making  policy 
approved  by  the  Board  of 
Trustees  in  Januar)'  1992  and 
the  work  in  progress  on  the 
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System's  Regulations  and 
Procedures  are  provided  in 
the  CBE  operational 
information  binder 
submitted  to  the  CBE  Review 
Team  on  December  5, 1998. 
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APPENDIX 


B Review  Team  Biographies 
C Document  Inventory 

D Review  Team  Principal  and  School  Council  Surveys 
E Review  Team  Principal  and  School  Council  Survey  Results 
F Calgary  Board  of  Education  Review  Focus  Group  Reports 
C Enrolment  Change  1 980  - 1 997 

H Comparison  of  Calgary  Board  of  Education  Grades  3,  6,  9, 

Achievement  Test  Results  to  Provincial  Results  and  Provincial  Standards 

I Comprehensive  Review  of  Special  Needs  Services  in  the  Calgary  Board 

of  Education:  A Synthesis 

J School  Decentralized  Budget  Fund  Allocations  Formulae  1997/98 
School  Year 

K A Brief  Analysis  of  School  Instructional  Costs 
L Approval  of  Charter  Schools 

M Employee  Support  Services  - Support  Staff  Allocations 

Appendices  B - M are  available  on  the  Alberta  Education  Website  at 
http://ednet.edc.gov.ab.ca 

For  a printed  copy,  please  contact: 

Alberta  Education 

Regional  Office  Branch  - Calgary  Office 

II  th  floor,  620  - 7th  Avenue,  SW 
Calgary,  Alberta 

T2P0Y8 

Phone:  297-6353 
Fax:  297-3842 
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